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Cui bono? or Follow the Money 
Identifying the Sophist in a Pali Commentary* 
lonathan A. SILK 
Twenty years ago Mori Sodo published a study in which he attempted to 
identifY the so-called Sophists I or VitaQQavadins referred to in Pali 
commentarialliterature.2 He concluded from his detailed investigation that 
there are two general types of VitaQQavadin mentioned in this literature: 
those corresponding to the ancient Indian Lokayata (here probably 
Materialists for the most part), and those to whom reference was added by 
Ceylonese authors of the Mahiiviharin lineage to disparage their opponents. 
In other words, this second type of VitaQQavadin is someone who, from the 
point of the view of the self-proclaimed orthodox Mahavihara, holds 
objectionable or unacceptable opinions. Mori suggested three possible 
identities for these opponents: 1) Those belonging to the Abhayagiri school; 
2) An Indian group accepted by the Abhayagiri school, such as the 
Vetullavada; 3) Some Indian sect other than Ceylonese Theravada, and went 
on to tentatively deny the likelihood of the fIrst two of these possibilities.3 
Most of the fifteen examples cited by Mori concern matters of doctrinal 
systematics, that is, points of Abhidhammic exegesis, and have not so far 
* I would like to express here my profound thanks and appreciation to my friends Yoichi Kaji, 
HarunagaIsaacson, Jens-Uwe Hartmann, Gregory Schopen and, most especially, Lance Cousins, 
for their kind and helpful comments on an earlier draft. 
Jayatilleke 1963: 217ff. questions whether "sophist" is an appropriate translation ofvita"t/avlidill, 
identifying a rather narrow technical definition which he maintains is not sophistic but eristic. In 
our case here, however, it appears that the tenn is used in a much more general sense of 
"opponent," but for the sake of convenience, and since it seems very likely that the tenn was 
chosen to convey a (generalized) sense of opprobrium, I adopt the rendering "sophist" below. 
2 Mori 1982. 
3 There is no reason to accept the flat assertion of Ra hula 1978: 71, who equates the VitaI,1Qaviidins 
with the Vetullaviidins, adds that Vaitulya refers to Mahiiyana, and concludes: "we can be certain 
that the terms Vital)cQa and Vetulya used in Pali Chronicles and Commentaries refer to 
Mahayiina." I learn from Lance Cousins (email 19 January, 2002) that the reasons for Rahula's 
assertion of this identity is the correspondence between a description in the Mahiivamsa XXXVI. 
41 (Geiger 1908: 309.3) referring to a position rejected in the reign ofVohiirikatissa (3rd c.) as 
Vetulyavada (Vetullavada) and the reference to the same event earlier in the Dfpavamsa XXII. 
43--45 (Oldenberg 1879: 1l0.31-111.2) in which the position is characterized as Vital)cl~laviida 
(with a variant in Oldenberg's Singhalese manuscripts ofVetullaviida). 
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been noticed to correspond to known sectarian positions. In one case, 
however, Mori discovered that a position attributed to the Vitat.lQavadin in the 
commentaries to the Majjhimanikaya and Vibhailga corresponds to that cited 
in the commentary to the Kathiivatthu as a view of the Mahimsasaka 
(Sanskrit Mahisasaka) school. With only this one piece of evidence, he was 
constrained to say quite cautiously that "there is no additional proof that all of the 
other fourteen views are also attributable to the Mahimsasakas."4 While 
further research in scholastic sources may still potentially offer some insights 
into the background of the cited dogmas, here I would like to explore one 
other particular instance of Mori's fifteen from a rather different point of view. 
Some time ago when I chanced to be reading Tomomatsu Entai's very 
interesting study on the Theory and Practice of Distribution in Buddhism, I 
came across his quotation of a passage from the Papailcasiidani, 
Buddhaghosa's commentary to the Majjhimanikliya, in which reference is 
made to a Vitandaviidin.5 I remembered Mori's article, and discovered that 
although natur~liy Mori had noted the passage in question, he contented 
himself with saying of it:6 "Regarding the commentary on a passage in the 
DakkhiYJiivibhanga Sutta, the MA [= Majjhimanikaya-Atthakatha] quoted a 
view of the Vitat.lQavadins differing from that of the Mahavihara fraternity." 
I believe that, taking more than a small hint from the work of Tomomatsu, we 
might be able to say a bit more.? 
The sutta passage being commented upon is, as Mori says, from the 
DakkhiYJiivibhailga Sutta, number 142 of the Majjhimanikaya. After the stock 
opening, we read:8 
. atha kho mahapajapati gotami navaril dussayugam adiiya yena 
bhagava tenupasatilkami I upasaDkamitva bhagavantaril abhivadetva 
ekamantam nisidi I ekamantaril nisinna kho mahapajapati got ami 
bhagavantarn etad avoca I idaril me bhante navarn dussayugaril 
bhagavantarn uddissa siimarn kantarn samaril vayitaril I tarn me bhante 
bhagava patigga1}batu anukamparn upadiiya ti I 
evarn vutte bhagava mahapajapati gotamirn etad avoca I sanghe 
4 Mori 1982: 13 (176). Seethe commentary to Kathavatthu XX.S in Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 
347-348, and Law 1940: 230, and Bareau 1955: 187 (Mahi~iisaka §30). 
5 Tomomatsu 1970: 63--65. Oddly. he does not there offer any suggestion as to the identity of this 
vitaT/.t!avadin. 
6 Mori 1982: 8 (181). 
7 My debt in the following to Tomomatsu 1932 and 1970 is thoroughgoing, despite the failure to 
specifically acknowledge each case of my reliance on his work. 
S Chalmers 1899: 253.7-20. Also translated in Nat}amoli 1995: 1102. 
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gotami dehi I sanghe te dinnaril ahan ceva piijito bhavissami sangho ca 
ti I dutiyam pi ... tatiyam pi kho mahapajapati gotami bhagavantam etad 
avoca I idarn me bhante navam dussayugaril bhagavantam uddissa 
samarn kantam samarn vayitarill tarn me bhante bhagava patigga1}batu 
anukampam upadaya ti I tatiyam pi kho bhagava mabapajapatl gotamirn 
etad,avoca I saflghe gotami dehi I sanghe te dinne ahan ceva piijito 
bhavissiimi sangho ca ti I 
evaril vutte ayasma anando bhagavantaril etad avoca I patigga1}batu 
bhante bhagava mahapajapatiya gotamiya navarn dussayugaml 
Then Mabapajapati Gotami took a new pair of clothes and went to 
the Blessed One. Having approached him and respectfully saluted him, 
she sat down at one side. Sitting to one side, Mahapajapati Gotami 
spoke to the Blessed One: "Venerable, this new pair of clothes has been 
spun by me, woven by me, especially for the Blessed One. Venerable, 
may the Blessed One accept it from me out of compassion." 
When she had said this, the Blessed One spoke to Mahapajapatl 
Gotami: "Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given to the 
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be 
honored with offerings." 
A second time ... a third time Mabapajapati Gotami spoke to the 
Blessed One: "Venerable, this new pair of clothes has been spun by me, 
woven by me, especially for the Blessed One. Venerable, may the 
Blessed One accept it from me out of compassion." 
When she had said this, the Blessed One spoke to Mahapajapati 
Gotami: "Give it to the monastic community, GotamL Ifit is given to the 
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be 
honored with offerings." 
When he had said this, the Reverend Ananda spoke to the Blessed 
One: "Venerable, may the Blessed One accept the new pair of clothes 
from Mahapajapati Gotami .... " 
Here, apparently quite simply, Gotami wishes to make a donation to the 
Buddha personally, but he directs her that the donation should instead be 
made to the monastic community. The wording of the scripture itself is 
straightforward, and in fact almost exactly the same crucial phrase is again 
found in recensions of the episode recorded in texts attributed to sects other 
than the Theravada.9 The *Gautaml-sutra in the Sarvastivada Madhyama-
gama says:lO 
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tit.~BoMtt.,#i.tEt~fft!iJtJi:~,fft!iJtJi:~B,f!I!~JUt?JFf:Ml~o 
The Blessed One said: "GotamI, give this robe to the community of 
monks. Giving it to the community of monks, [you] will honor me with 
offeringsll and also honor the community with offerings. 
The version in the * Dak$iIJiivibhanga, Fenbie bushi-Jing l}5JU;(Pfft!i~, the 
sectarian identification of which appears to be unknown, has:!2 
'IlIi~, Ml~,!J~?BtIiJ?Bttl!o ~m#i~It~i1IElm*3?toFJT~MJ rm~JUt 
~_1f~o 
At that time the Buddha said to Mahiiprajapati: "You should give 
this robe of fme fabric to the great communities.13 The special benefits 
you will receive will equal those from honoring me with offerings, 
without any difference whatsoever." 
As simple and straightforward as this discussion may seem, within it lie 
the seeds of a considerable controversy. This controversy reaches not only 
skyward toward ethereal questions such as those concerning the very status 
and significance of the Buddha himself, but also deep down into the pockets 
and treasure chests of the monks and monastic communities. What is of 
interest to us here in the first place is the interpretation given this episode in 
Buddhaghosa's colllrtlentary on the Majjhimanikaya. Buddhaghosa glosses 
the exchange as follows:!4 
9 To the best of my knowledge, no traces of this episode have been found so far in an Indic langoage 
other thaq. pali. The Turfan materials contain one fragment of the siitra, but it does not include the 
portion of interest to us; see Waldschmidt, Clawiter and Sander-Holtzmann 1971: §979. Note, 
however, that the crucial sentence is quoted in many and various texts. Among the most 
unexpected versions is that quoted in the Mahayana Mahiiparinirvib;a-siUra, which has the 
Buddha say that honoring the monastic community means honoring the three refuges. See T. 374 
(XII) 395c27-396a6 (juan 5), translated from Chinese into Tibetan in Derge Kanjur 119, mdo sde, 
nya 84a, noted and translated from Chinese by Tomomatsu 1970: 209-214. 
10 T. 26 (180 M •• ~)(I) 72lc27-29 (juan 47). 
11 The term 1Mt implies the offering of material gifts. Despite its common translation with words 
such as honor, venerate and so on, however, so too does Indic pigii, which refers quintessentially. 
to food offerings. See Tomomatsu 1970: SS-58, 67--68. 
12 T. 84 (l) 903c4-5. See Tomomatsu 1970: 103-109. 
13 Probably the plural marker ~ here indicates the two communities of monks and nuns. 
14 Homer 1938: 67 .15-{i9 .15, and the devanagarl edition of the Sixth (Burmese) Sasana Council text 
published in the Dhanunagiri-PaIi-Ganthamalii series, vol. 18 (Igatpuri: Vipassana Research 
Institute, 1995): 231.5-232.23. The latter seems to contain a better text, although it is sometimes 
hard to s.ee whether we simply have to do with misprints in Horner's edition. In principle I have 
quoted the text from the Burmese edition. noting those variants which seem to be even remotely 
significant, although nowhere does the meaning of the text actually change, The passage is 
partially translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 63-64. 
132 
Cui bono? or Follow the Money 
"dutiyam pi kho ti sanghe gotami dehi" ti vutte I pahom' aharh 
bhante dussakonhiigarato bhikkhusatassapi bhikkhusahassassapi 
bhikkhusatasahassassapi civaradussani daturh I "idam pana me 
bhagavantam uddissa siimam kantam siimam viiyitam I tam me bhante 
bhagava pa{iggaIJhatfl" ti nimantayamaniia) aba I evarh yavatatiyath yaci 
I bhagava pi patikkhipi yeva I kasma pana bhagava attano diyyamiinarh 
bhikkhusanghassa dapeti ti I miitari anukampiiya I evam kirassa ahosi I 
"imissii math iirabbha pubbacetana muficanacetana aparacetana ti tisso 
cetana uppanna bhikkhusangham pissii arabbha uppajjantu I evath assa 
cha cetanii ekato hutvii digharattam hitaya sukhiiya pavattissantibl" ti I 
vital).Qaviidi paniiha I "sanghe dinnath mahapphalan" ti tasma evath 
vuttan ti I 
so vattabbo I "kirll tvam satthu dinnato sanghe dinnath 
mahapphalataram vadasi" ti 
"iima vadamj" ti I 
"suttath abara" ti I 
"sanghe gotami dehi sanghe te dinne ahan ceva pujito bhavissiimi 
sailgho ca" ti I 
"kirh panassa suttassa ayam eva attho" ti I 
"ama ayam eva" ti I 
yadi evaril ''tena hiinandac) vighasiidanam piivath deht" ti ca ''tena hi 
tvad) kaccana vighasiidiinam gulath dehr' ti ca vacanato vighasadanath 
dinnath mahapphalataraii ca bhaveyya I evam pi hi sattha attano 
diyyamanan dapeUe) ti I rajarajamahamattadayo pit) attano iigatathg) 
paI,l1.1akaram hatthigopakiidinath dapenti I te rajadlhi mahantatara 
bhaveyyuth tasma mii evam gal).ha I 
na-y-imasmith loke parasmith vii pana buddhena senho sadiso va 
vijjati I 
yam ahuneyyanam aggatath gato pufifiatthikanath vipulaphale-
sman ti 11 
vacanatoh) hi satthara uttaritaro dakkhil).eyyo nama natthi I evam 
assii cha cetana ekato hutva digharattarh hitaya sukhaya bhavissanti ti I 
kim panail sandhiiya yiivatatiyam patibabetvaiJ sanghassa dapesi I 
pacchimaya janataya sanghe cittikiirajananatthathk) capi!) evam aha I 
evam kirassa ahosi I "ahath na ciratthitiko mayhath pana sasanath 
bhikkhusanghe patinhahlssati pacchima janatii sanghe cittikaram janetii 
ti I yavatatiyath patibahetva sanghassa dapesi I evan him) sati sattha 
attano diyyamiinam pi sanghassa diipesi sangho niima dakkhil).eyyo" ti 
pacchimii janatii sangheD) cittikarath uppadetvii cattaro paccaye databbe 
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mannissati I sangho catiihi paccayehi akilamanto15 buddhavacanam 
uggahetvii sarnaQadhammam karissati I evaril mama siisanam 
pancavassasahassiinithassatitil 
"patigga1jhiitu bhante bhagavii" ti vacanato pi cetam veditabbam I 
"satthiirii uttaritaro dakkhiI,leyyo nama natthi" ti I na hi iinandattherassa 
mahiipajiipatiyii iighiito vii veram vii atthi I na thero "tassii dakkhiI,lii mii 
mahapphalii ahosi" ti icchati I paI,l(,iito hi thero bahussuto sekkhapati-
sambhidiippatto I so satthu dinnassa mahapphalabhaveo) sampassamiinopj 
va "papgga1jhiitu bhante bhagava" ti gahaI,J.attham yiici I 
puna vitaI,lQavadi iiha I " 'sanghe te dinne ahaii ceva pujito 
bhavissiimi sangho ca' ti vacanato sattha sanghapariyapanno vii" ti I 
so vattabbo I "janiisi pana tvam kati saraI,liiniq) kati aveccappasada" 
ti I jiinanto "tiI,li" ti vakkhati I tato vattabbo I "tava laddhiya satthu 
sanghapariyapannattii dye yeva honti I evaril sante ca 'anujiiniirni 
bhikkhave imehir) tlhi saraI,J.agatllaI,lehi pabbajjam upasampadam' ti 
evam anufiiiiitii pabbajjii pi upasampadii pi na riihati I tato tvam neva 
pabbajjito asi na gihi I sammasambuddhe ca gandhakutiyam nisinne 
bhikkhii uposatham pi paviiraI,lam pi sanghakammiini pi karonti I tani 
satthu sanghapariyapaunattii kuppiiui bhaveyyum na ca honti tasmii I na 
vattabbam etam "satthii sanghapariyapanno" ti I 16 
"A second time [Mahiipajapati Gotami asked the Buddha to accept 
the clothing she had made, and a second time the Blessed One said]: 
Give it to the monastic community, Gotami." She urged him saying "I 
am able to give from my warehouse of clothing robe cloth for a hundred 
mo~, a thousand monks, a hundred thousand monks. This [cloth J now 
has been spun by me, woven by me, especially for the Blessed One. 
Venerable, may the Blessed One accept itfrom me." So she requested a 
third time [too], but the Blessed One flatly refused. Why did the Blessed 
One order that what was being given to himself be given [instead] to the 
community of monks? Out of compassion for his mother [Gotami]. It 
then occurred to him thus: "She has three intentions concerning me 
15 This form is not noticed by the Critical Piili Dictionary, Trenckner et al. 1924- (but see 540b, 
akilamana). 
16 Variant readings (H = Horner's PTS edition; B = Burmese edition): 
a) H: nibandhamiina. b) H: samvattissanti c) H: teniinanda d) H: omits tva 
e) H: diipesi f) H: adds ca g) H: iibhatam h) H: adds ti 
i) B: omits kim pana j) B: pa~ib1ihitvii, and below k) H: spells cittiO, and below. 
I) H: vii tl m) H: evam pi n) H: adds hi 0) H: °bhavam 
p) H: passamiino q) H: sarat;lii ti r) H: omits imehi 
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[with regard to this gift]: prior intention, an intention ofrelinquishing, 
and subsequent intention. She should direct these [intentions] to the 
community of monks as well. Thus the six intentions [three for the 
Buddha, three for the community] together will lead to benefit and 
happiness for a long time." 
But the Sophist says: "That was said thus [by the Buddha in the 
scripture] because 'What is given to the monastic community yields a 
great [karmic] result.' " 
He should be asked: "Do you say that what is given to the monastic 
community yields a greater result than what is given to the Teacher?" 
[He replies]: "I say yes, it does." 
"Quote the scripture!" 
"Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given to the 
monastic community, both I and the monastic community will be 
honored with offerings." 
"Is that the meaning of this scriptural passage?" 
"Yes, precisely!" 
[We disagree.] If this were so, according to the [Vmaya] 
expressions "Well, Ananda, give the cakes to those who eat scraps of 
food,"17 and "Well then, Kacciina, give those who eat the remains of 
food [as much] sugar [as they want],"18 what is given to those who eat 
the remains of food would yield a greater result. For just so [the 
scripture] says that the Teacher had what was being given to him given 
[instead to the community]. Kings, royal ministers and others too have 
presents which were delivered to themselves given [instead] to their 
mahouts and others. [According to your thinking,] those [mahouts and 
others] would become much greater than the kings and others [which is 
impossible]. Therefore it must not be understood in this way. 
Neither in this world nor in the other is there one better than or equal 
to the Buddha, the first among those who are worthy of oblations, for 
those [donors] who are desirous of merit, who seek abundant 
results. 19 
17 01denberg 1879-1883: iv.91.5-6 (Piicatt(ya 41); Homer 1938-1966: 2.347. 
18 Oldenberg 1879-1883: i.225,5--<i (Mahiivagga VI.26.4); Homer 1938-1966: 4.306. 
19 The same verse, the source of which is untraced but certainly not canonical, is also found with 
minor variations in the Kathlivatthu (Taylor 1897: 555.32-556.3); na-y-imasmim vii lake 
parasmim vii pana buddhena seftho ca samo ca vijjati I yam iiliuneyyiinam aggata#1 gato 
pufifiattliikiinam vipulaphalesinan ti 11; translated there by Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 321. See 
below for a discussion of the Kathiivatthu passage. 
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According to this expression, there is no one worthy of offerings 
greater than the Teacher. Thus the six intentions together will lead to 
benefit and happiness for a long time. 
Intending what, then, did [the Buddha], refusing up to three times, 
have [the donation] given to the monastic community? For the sake of 
future generations and in order to produce esteem for the monastic 
community he spoke thus and it occurred to him thus: "1 will not remain 
long [in the world], but my teaching will be established in the 
community of monks. Later generations must esteem the monastic 
community. This being so, later generations, esteeming the monastic 
community by saying 'The Teacher had even what was being given to 
him given [instead] to the monastic community. It is indeed the monastic 
community which is worthy of offerings,' will think that the four 
requisites must be given [to monks]. The monastic community [thus] 
adequately provided with the four requisites will study the Buddha's 
words and practice the teaching of the ascetic. Thus my teaching will 
last for five thousan<J2o years." 
"Venerable, may the Blessed One accept it." From this expression 
too should be known: "There is no one more worthy of offerings than 
the Teacher." For the Elder Ananda has neither loathing nor hatred for 
Mahapajapati. The Elder does not wish· [to harm her karmically by 
hoping] "Let her donation not yield a great resultl" For the scholarly 
Elder is greatly learned, has attained the analytic insight of a learner. 
Perceiving the fact that what is given to the Teacher yields a great result, 
he r~quested "Venerable, may the Blessed One accept it" in order that he 
receive it [which will benefit the donor, Mahapajapati]. 
Again the Sophist, however, says: Because of the expression "If it 
is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic community 
will be honored with offerings," the Teacher is included within the 
monastic community. 
He should be asked: "Do you know how many refuges there are, 
how many kinds of faith based on understanding?" Knowing, he will say 
''three [Buddha, Dharma and monastic community]." Then he should be 
told: "In your view, the fact of the Teacher's being included in the 
20 Tomomatsu 1970: 64, who used the "Siamese edition, III.709 et seq.," cites the text as reading 
paiicavassasatlini. Homer quotes no variants. The five thousand year dating is standard in the 
Theraviida system, on which see briefly Nattier 1991: 56-58. It would be very interesting indeed 
if a Thai teld were to contain this five hundred year date, and the editions should be carefully 
checked, which I regret I am not able to do at present. 
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monastic community means that there are only two [Buddha/monastic 
community, and Dharma]. And that being so, the [Vmaya] injunction 
'Monks, I stipUlate novice ordination and full ordination by going to 
these three refuges'21 is not effective for either novice ordination or full 
ordination. So you are neither ordained nor a householder. When the 
Perfect Buddha sits in the Perfume Chamber, the monks perform the 
uposatha rite, the pavara1]a and the ecclesiastical acts of the monastic 
community. From the fact of the Teacher's being included in the 
monastic community those ecclesiastical acts would become reversible, 
but they are not.22 Therefore it is not acceptable to say 'The Teacher is 
included within the monastic community.' " 
There are a number of crucial issues raised here. The central ones 
include the following: the opponent, the Sophist, suggests that not only are 
donations made to the monastic community productive of great merit, but this 
merit is greater than that produced by donations to the Buddha himself. 
Moreover, the B.uddha is to be considered as included within the monastic 
community, and therefore donations to the monastic community are by 
definition also donations to the Buddha, which leads to the conclusion that 
separate donations to the Buddha are unnecessary. 
What is at stake here does not, at least initially, appear to be any issue of 
doctrinal systematics, but rather a very practical and essentially economic 
question: to whom are gifts to be offered, and who is to benefit from gifts 
offered to the monastic community? The opinion ofBuddhaghosa, the author 
of the commentary, which ipso facto represents the dominant and orthodox 
Theravada view. is that the primacy of the Buddha cannot be challenged by 
the idea that the monastic community may compete with him for patronage. 
Although one issue is certainly that of economics, and specifically the 
legitimacy of directing donations to one recipient or another, there is also a 
connected doctrinal question: just what is the status of the Buddha? For 
although the narrative time of the DakkhifJCivibhanga Sutta is of course the 
21 Oldenberg 1879-1883: i.22.21-22. 
22 That such ecclesiastical acts would be subject to reversal or be illegal (kuppa, Sanskrit kopya) is 
due to the Vmaya legal requIrement that all members of the community be present during the 
execution of an act. Were the Buddha, counted as a monk, to remain nevertheless in his chamber 
and hence not be present among the rest of the community, the assembly would be incomplete and 
its actions invalid. Therefore, argues Buddhagbosa, the Buddha cannot be considered to be a 
monk. 
Gregory Schopen points out to me that the Perfume Chamber is unknown to the Pali canon, and 
thus Buddhaghosa's argument here is clearly infonned by other, non- or post-canonical sources. 
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time of the Buddha, an imaginary present when the Buddha walks the earth 
along with his disciples, for the sutta's authors as much as for its 
commentator their world was in reality one in which the Buddha as a human 
presence had already ceased to exist. We will see below that Buddhist 
authors, including Buddhaghosa, were quite well aware of this. 
To help us understand the debate we find in Buddhaghosa's 
commentary, it will be very helpful if we can identify the Sophist whose 
views contradict those of the Theravada orthodoxy. Happily, we have 
excellent evidence in this regard. In the very frrst place, valuable indications 
come to us from a number of interrelated doxological treatises: Bhavya's 
Nikiiyabhedavibhangavyakhycma (in fact an extract from his Tarkajvala) and 
Vinrtadeva's Samayabhedoparacanacakrasya Nikiiyabhedopadarsana-
samgraha, both preserved only in Tibetan, and Vasumitra's Samayabhedo-
paracanacakra, of which we have one Tibetan and three Chinese 
translations.23 In the course of laying out the doctrinal positions of a number 
of different Buddhist schools, all of these texts in their various versions set 
forth the following thesis: 
Bhavya:24 sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun gyi khongs su gtog(s) pa' 0 11 dge 
'dun ni 'bras bu chen po 'byung bar byed kyi sangs rgyas ni de Ita ma yin no 11 
The Buddha is included in the monastic community. The monastic 
community generates a great result [from donations to it], but this is not 
, so with respect to the Buddha. 
Vinitadeva:2s slon pa ni dge 'dun gyi nang du gtogs le 1 de 't phyir 
dge :dun la phul ba lhag par don che '0 11 
The Teacher is included within the monastic community. Therefore 
the benefit of giving to the monastic community is greater. 
Vasumitra:26 sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun ladmigs so 11 dge 'dun la phul 
ba ni 'bras bu che'o 11 sangs rgyas la ni mayin no 11 
The Buddha is perceived to be in the monastic community. [So,] 
giving to the monastic community has a great result. [Giving] to the 
Buddha does not. 
23 T. 2031 ~liII*~iI); T. 2032 +J\liIIft; T. 2033 A~iI). 
24 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 28.14-16 and the better text published by Miyasaka YiishO '§J& 
fJ1J'Jf in Takai 192811978: 23.8-10; Derge Tanjur 3856, dbu ma, dza 152al. See Bareau 1954-
1956: 180. Here and below I follow Miyasaka's readings. 
25 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 44,3--4-16; Miyasaka in Takai 192811978: 35,4-5. See Bareau 
1954-1956: 198. 
26 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 15.10--12; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 12.14-15, See Bareau 
1954-1956: 261-262. 
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Xuanzang:27 mI1m!f!1ff91:t&, n1!if~if, f!l!3'!l**, ~~tln1!i19!lo 
Because the Buddha is in the monastic community, one who gives 
to the community will immediately obtain a great result, but not one who 
gives separately to the Buddha. 
Paramiirtha:28 ::k3?t!f!1f19!lo tf~::k3?t~¥aJlu*o tf ljUn1!i~#J:flBiJlU::f:&o 
:rhe Buddha is in the community. If one gives to the community, 
the result one obtains will be great. If one gives separately to the 
Buddha, the merit [one obtains] will be less than [what one obtains from 
giving to the community]. 
Anonymous:29 ~m!f!o 1lJ~Yi!i{~f~HMlt ~F19!lo 
The Buddha is in the monastic community. If one is capable of 
giving to the monastic community, one will obtain a result, but not [if 
one gives to] the Buddha. 
Although there are the kind of trivial differences in wording one would 
expect from any group of independent translations of the same text, the 
central point is crystal clear: The Buddha is a member of the monastic 
community. Because of this fact, donations made to the monastic community 
yield greater karmic results than donations made to the Buddha alone. This is 
of course precisely, and virtually verbatim, the position set forth by the 
Sophist in the Majjhimanikaya commentary we noticed above. And the clue 
we have been looking for to identify that Sophist is right here: this thesis is 
listed as one of the doctrinal stances held by the Mahisasaka school, a fact 
which goes some way toward supporting the hypothesis hesitantly proposed 
by Mori on the basis of more limited evidence. 
It is significant that the same doxographic texts also present a position 
directly contrary to this Mahisasaka view, categorizing it as one belonging to 
the Dharmaguptakas. We again read: 
27 T. 2031 (XLIX) 17a12; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73-74. Translated in Masuda 1925: 62. 
Probably it is on the basis of this very text that Kuiji makes the same claim in his encyclopedic 
Dachengfayuan yilin-zhang *~i'M!ifti*. T. 1861 (XLV) 346c3-5 (juan 6). See Tomomatsu 
1932: 152. 
28 T, 2033 (XLIX) 221-2; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73-74, 
29 T. 2032 (XLIX) 19b24-25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73-74. This translation is attributed 
in many catalogues to Paramlirtha (T. 2034 [XLIX] 99a; T. 2147 [LV] 156al; T. 2148 [LV] 
l88c24; T. 2149 [LV] 266a29, 301bl0, 325a16; T. 2151 [LV] 364cl5-16; T. 2153 [LV] 
435bl8-19). However, the detailed consideration in the Kaiyuan shijiao-Iu rmjf;~~~ (T. 2154 
[LV] 621 c 1-5; repeated in T. 2157 [LV] 955a15-20) refutes this, and mentions the suggestion that 
the translation is due to Kumiirajlva. (See also T. 2154 [LV] 519al, 538cl6-17.) The issue has 
been discussed in Mochizuki 1932-1936: 169bc, and Kanakura 1962: 275-76 (who seems to be 
willing to accept the attribution to Kumlirl\iiva). 
139 
Buddhist and Indian Studies 
Bhavya:3o sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun gyi khongs su gtogs pa ma yin 
no 11 sangs rgyas las 'bras bu chen po 'byung ba de ltar! dge 'dun [as 
ni ma yin no 1132 
The Buddha is not included in the monastic community. 
[Donations] to the Buddha generate a great result, but it is not so [for 
donations made] to the monastic community. 
Vinitadeva:33 sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun gyi nang du ma gtogs so 11 
sangs rgyas la phul ba 'bras bu che '0 11 
The Buddha is not included within the monastic community. 
Presentations to the Buddha have a great result. 
Vasurnitra:34 sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun la dmigs so 11 sangs rgyas la 
phul ba ni 'bras bu che ha '011 dge 'dun la ni ma yin no 11 
The Buddha is perceived to be in the monastic community. 
[Hence.] presentations to the Buddha have a great result. Those to the 
monastic community do not. 
Xuanzang:35 {9IH.:fEf~rpFJflt ~i1U:8l!i~**, ~~o ~lIflU~7Bi:W{# 
3l~, 3fiJij;;JI:!:o 
Although the Buddha is included within the monastic community, 
separate donations to the Buddha have a great result. not those to the 
monastic community. The action of making offerings to the stiipa 
generates a great result. 
Paramiirtha:36 mrp:ff~t!t~o ft<fi-4~~$$(:ffM1¥lt $$(;:;Vt<./tU 
1':&0 
The Buddha. Blessed One, is in the monastic community. 
Generating reverence for the stiipa has a special result. Reverence for 
the ~onastic community does not [produce a result] equal to this. 
30 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 29.7-9; Mlyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 23.22-23; Derge Tanjur 
3856, dbu ma, dza 152a4. See Bareau 1954-1956: 181. Bareau (181, n. 3) correctly notes that the 
Tibetan text printed by Teramoto has omitted a necessary negation, which is however found in 
Miyasaka's edition (without variants) and the Derge Tarkqjvala text. Almost certainly this merely 
represents a misprint in Teramoto's edition (in which they are, unfortunately, common). 
31 v.l. dag for ltar. 
32 I understand here both times la for las, in accord with the context and parallels. 
33 Teramoto and lfrramatsu 1935: 44.7-8; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 35.8-9. See Bareau 
1954-1956: 198. 
34 Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 16.5-7; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 13.5-7. See Bareau 
1954-1956: 192. 
35 T. 2031 (XLIX) 17a23-25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 79. T(anslated in Masuda 1925: 64. It 
is not clear whether the last pillase should form a separate item, as understood for instance by 
Masuda 1925: 64, but perhaps not. (The stiipa is, of course, functionally equivalent to the 
Buddha.) 
36 T. 2033 (XLIX) 22b13-14; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 79. 
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Anonymous:37 ~9Fmrpo i1J~:8I!i~~**¥!t 9Ff~0 
The Buddha is not in the monastic community. If one is capable of 
giving to the Buddha, one will obtain a great result, but not [if one gives 
to 1 the monastic community. 
Aside from the very odd fact that the Tibetan translation and the Chinese 
translations of Xuanzang and Paramartha of Vasurnitra's treatise appear to 
have omitted a negation, since they state (somewhat incoherently) the 
Buddha to be included within the monastic community, the basic meaning is 
clear here as well.38 For the Dharmaguptakas the Buddha is separate from the 
monastic community, and donations to him (or to the stiipa, his presence after 
his nirviiI}.a) are more meritorious than those to the monastic community. At 
a casual glance there might seem to be a coincidence between the 
Dharmaguptaka position and that asserted by Buddhaghosa but, as we will 
see, in fact the classic Theravada position is much closer to that of the Mahi-
siisakas than it is to that of the Dharmaguptakas. 
While obviously we cannot always be sure that our doxographical texts 
correctly represent the doctrines of the schools whose views they purport to 
cite, in the present case we have some additional evidence supporting the 
hypothesis that the position of Buddhaghosa's opponent corresponds to that 
of the Mahisasaka school, since other sources contain the same indication. 
For instance, in section 33 of the so-called *Satyasiddhi or * Tattvasiddhi (.oX 
.~) of Harivarman, apparently a work of the Bahusrutiya school,39 the 
Mahisiisaka position is explicitly described. There we find the following 
passage:40 
m.=..~m.=.+.=. 
~~~o •• *~mA~, ~:fEm~o 
37 T. 2032 (XLIX) 19c3-4; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 79. 
38 It seems evident that Xuanzang sensed the problem here, fur which he apparently attempted to 
compensate by the addition of "although." Why the negation might have been missing from the 
completely independent manuscripts of the Sanskrit original which beyond doubt stood behind 
the different translations I cannot say. Because the doctrinal point is so clear, the case is quite 
puzzling. 
This problem has been noted by Tomomatsu 1932: 202-206. One hypothesis he suggests is a 
possible shift over time in the doctrine, but we cannot reconcile this with the agreement between 
T. 2032, the anonymous translation, and Vinitadeva, probably our earliest and latest sources, 
respectively. 
39 But it is said to incorporate Sarvastivada and Sautriintika elements as well; see Tsukamoto, 
Matsunaga, and Isoda 1990: 71. 
40 T. 1646 (XXXII) 258c20-259a7 (juan 3). Translated in Sastri 1978: 65-66, with a large number 
of serious errors. See Tomomatsu 1970: 184-194. 
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~Bo ;(§IDG{9fltElm~, FJT~, fl3'f<· ~3'f< . A3'f< . ~A~, J!~U~p 
3i&o ;(§s{9fltE'lI*l~'fl, J!JlUfl~o ~I*ll'*~m, t&B!ll*lo {9flffH~ 
t&, ::ftE Jlt 'fl 0 
r&JBo {9fl)i!Hlztrfo flA01!i1!f, ;gmtJIMlo 
~Bo Jlt01!i,ll(iiJ~mo Jlt~/N#<::o ~J!lj;j§, O1!iIll{9flmo 
r&JBo {9flgg, fR •• , ~Jlt1Xtl!Eflo Jlljm-m~~, [Jj\~-m~mo 
~Bo {9fl~j§~gg~, ~~!l!;~¥l!-mHo j1[]~'fl~o ;(§Alltwg, 
~p~tf!l!;o 
r&JBo lififlnt$t~~fjA, ~flj9t~, i&tE{IIt'flo ~[Jj\j1[]~~1fiJ 
;f§t&o 
~Bo ;(§~IfiJ;f§1!f, lifiJ'L*AliHp~~Itgj\flJ!lA{IIt1!f, rm::f~o 
~t&~{9fl::ftEm'floX,{9fl::fAmmm'flogj\::f~lifi~m$oX, ~~~ 
~J1tlt&, M!::ftE{I'flo 
The commentator says: The Mahlsasaka practitioners say: The 
Buddha is within the monastic community.41 
Answer: If you state that the Buddha is part of the four groups -
the group of beings, the group of those who are born, the group of 
humans, the group of noble humans42 - then there is no objection. If 
you are saying that the Buddha is among the auditors (*sravaka), then 
this is an error. They are called "auditors" because they hear the teaching 
and obtain awakening. Because the Buddha's characteristics are 
different, he is not among them. 
Objection: The Buddha is the head of those who dwell in the 
mOI!astic community.43 If someone donates [something to him], this is 
called donating to the monks. 
Answer: To which monks does this donation belong? The scripture 
has a small lacuna. It should say "the donation belongs to the Buddha 
and the community." 
Objection: The Buddha said [in the Da~i1Javibhanga Sutra]: 
"Gotami, donate these robes to the monastic community. Through this 
you honor me with offerings, and honor the monastic community with 
offerings as well." 
41 We might more literally translate ~ftllc as "the Buddha is numbered among the monks," but 
since I think that lie: here likely represents g41Ja (and thus *bhf/qllg41Ja or sanghagaIJa?J, I have 
translated in accord with this understanding. 
42 The meaning of these four groups is highly problematic, and my translations speculative. 
43 This is an odd characterization to attribute to the Mahisiisakas. See the discussion below of the 
expression buddhapramukha bhi/qusarigha. 
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Answer: The Buddha intended to say with these words "by 
honoring me with offerings, these things [you donate] honor the 
monastic community with offerings." As the scripture says: "If one 
tends the sick, then [through] this he looks after me.,,44 
Objection: People who are endowed with sagely good qualities -
Sariputra and so on - are all counted among the monastic community. 
The Buddha is also so [included within the monastic community], 
because his characteristics are the same. 
Answer: If it is a matter of having the same qualities, then all 
ordinary beings (*prthagjana) and non-sentient beings should also be 
enumerated among the monastic community, which is not an acceptable 
conclusion (*00 yujyate). Therefore we know that the Buddha is not 
located in the monastic community. Also, the Buddha does not 
participate in ecclesiastical acts (* karman) of the monastic community, 
nor is he treated in the same way in regard to other monastic duties. 
Also, because of the distinction of the Three Jewels, the Buddha is not 
located in the monastic community [but constitutes a separate category, 
so that therre are three jewels, not two]. 
The general attitude of this text, and many of its specific arguments, 
have much in common with Buddhaghosa's treatment. For Harivarman, the 
Buddha stands outside the monastic community, perhaps even more radically 
than he does for Buddhaghosa, and the same sorts of appeals are made, for 
example to the logic of the three jewels, which would be two rather than three 
were the Buddha and the monastic community coincident. The argument that 
the Buddha does not participate in ecclesiastical acts is identical to that 
offered by Buddhaghosa. In addition, whatever differences there may be 
between the positions of Harivarman and Buddhaghosa themselves, the 
similarity of the views of their respective opponents once again does support 
the hypothesis that Buddhaghosa's Sophist, like Harivarman's critic, is also 
a Mahisiisaka. 
It is interesting to remark here that, although the materials are 
frustratingly fragmentary, at least similar arguments are clearly contained in 
44 Compare the expression in the Pall Vinaya, Mahiivagga VIII.26.3 (Oldenbetg 1879-1883: i. 
302.19-20): yo bhikkhave mam upatihakeyya so gi/iinariJ upa(thahfssati. Perhaps even closer is 
the expression in the Ekottarikagama T. 125 (11.4) (I1) 569cl-2 (juan 5): ;t!:{;fnmi~\ JlUfUt 
m~B, ;gftmif, JlIHl£ft~Bo Also quoted by Vasumitra and Smighabhadra in the Zunpoxumi 
pusa suoji-lun .~a.Rgi!1iBjiJf~~ T. 1549 (XXVIII) 768a26-27 (juan 6). The point is the 
reciprocal identity of the Buddha and the monastic community, not the inclusion of one within the 
other. 
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the so-called Spitzer manuscript, the earliest surviving philosophical 
manuscript from India. There we fmd in Sanskrit an expression precisely 
parallel to that in the doxologies quoted above, buddhaiJ. samghe nopalabhya 
(te),45 and another very close to an expression we have just seen in 
Harivarman's text: ye acaryyagufJasamanyavise~ayuktaiJ. samghe ... 
$ayuktaiJ. ataiJ. paSyamaiJ. bhagavan api samghe iti, meaning that ''the general 
and specific qualities of the Buddha are present in his disciples ... , and 
therefore 'we' see that he too is in the sangha. '>46 As noted by EH Franco, who 
is now studying these materials, already in 1962 Yfisru; Miyasaka detected 
similarities between the Spitzer text and the *Satyasiddhi,47 an impression 
only reinforced by this passage. It is a shame that the Spitzer text has come 
down in such a partial condition, which does not permit us to more fully 
appreciate its arguments here. 
A doctrinal position similar to that attributed to the Mahisiisaka in the 
* Satyasiddhi, offered here however without any such attribution, is also 
mentioned and criticized in the Mahayiina * UpasakasUa-sutra. Although the 
text has a complex history, and a portion of it even appears to be based upon 
the Bodhisattvabhumi,48 this is not relevant for the material of interest to us 
here. We find there the passage:49 
1!ffl"~ i3 f9ltA. f~lfI:, ~il/f~o fpJ ~ i&o {9111!f A:M llU 1!l€-=.Jl:&-=''' 
ft( • llB/fiSmo 
If someone were to say that the Buddha is a part of the monastic 
community, this is not acceptable. Why? If the Buddha were part of the 
monastic community, then there would be no Three Jewels, no three 
refuges, and no four indestructible faiths [in the Three Jewels and the 
monastic discipline]. 
There is very little question that, despite the absence of attribution, we may 
now recognize this as a Mahisiisaka position, although the sfitra's silence as 
45 In Franco 2000, folio BOb I. Above we noticed that Vasumitra writes sangs rgyas ni dge 'dun la 
dmigs so, and suggested that at the second occurrence of this expression a negation is missing; 
The Sanskrit here would be reflected in this Tibetan expression perfectly, were a negation to be 
added to the latter. 
46 In Franco 2000, folio 374bl. The English is also Franco's. 
47 Franco 2000: 107, referring to Miyasaka 1962 (passim, but see esp. p. 674). For the materials and 
an attempt at interpretation see Franco 2000; 86, and 98-108. I am grateful to Dr. Franco for his 
kindness in quickly sending me copies of his relevant publications. 
4& See Tsuchihashi 1964. 
49 T.14B8(XXIV) 1061b23-25 (juan 5). Also translated in Shih 1991: 127. 
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to its source renders it of little direct use to us here. 
Equally without provenance is the recounting of the episode of 
Gautaml's gift in the Chuyao-jing, an Udanavarga commentary and 
therefore evidently a Sarvastivadin work which, however, illustrates the 
same standpoint:50 
If{9ll:(:Ei!t, *~m-M* •• {9II~B.i, ~1ti.MI\P.lt&**j(n*o 1?Il~ 
*~mo ;j.:~1iIB$, 'i'~IiI*~o fiiJii$JJ»Jt.Jftlmo ~#~~z-If(o !/Jifl" 
~)}o PJ~Jl:t1ti.MI\$;:&tE1iIB~~o 3m*-='W-Wi:$Jo ~1'lfi/ftl~$~m1ilBo 
~.~~/f~«Bo 
Long ago, when the Buddha was still in the world, Mahaprajapati 
Gautami, the Buddha's maternal aunt, presented to the Tathagata a robe 
made from fmely woven gold threads. The Buddha said to 
Mahaprajapati: ''Now, if you want to present it, you should direct it to 
the community. What is the point of aiming it to me alone? I am [but] 
one member of the community, and I have [only] a minute share. Go and 
give this robe made from fmely woven gold threads to the noble 
community." The Tathagata is the most honored one in the three worlds. 
But [even] he could not accept this religious gift (*dharmadana), and 
declining and passing it on to the noble community he did not keep it for 
himself. 
The expression "I have [only] a minute share" here is significant. As we 
will see below, according to Buddhaghosa. for example, items gifted to the 
Buddha and monastic community are to be divided evenly between them, 
with half going to the Buddha and half to the rest of the monks. The Chuyao-
jing seems to suggest that the Buddha is to receive only a single share, not 
half of all shares of whatever is donated. This too appears to correspond to 
Mahisasaka doctrine. 
A further passage of interest is found in the * Abhini~krama1'Ja-sutra, 
which explicitly identifies its source here as the scholars of the Mahisiisaka 
school, JEl~gUIi.51 In this account of King Bimbisara's attempt to give the 
Bamboo Grove (VeI).uvana) to the Buddha, we find the following:s2 
50 T. 212 (IV) 69ab13-18 (juan 15). See Tomomatsu 197{); 87-102, and on the text in general 
Mizuno 1981; 359-476. The coincidence of the MahiSiisaka and early Sarvistiviida viewpoints 
concerning the doctrine in question is noted below. 
51 T.I90(lli)860cI9{iuan44). 
52 T. 190 (Ill) 860b2B--c19 (juan 44). This passage was translated, or better parapbrased, in Beal 
1875: 314, but so freely as to obscure every essential point. It was translated and studied by 
Tomomatsu 1932: 129-133. 
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~, lmiiEE·" rmB~~o *~1!t., J1t17I1l#:R::E~~=1'Jlr:1'~' 
~¥~~~A~~o~~1!t.~~~~~JIt17#~~1!t.~~~~ 
m~, ~15'?mjjj[::E~ 0 ~IH~:, *::Eo :E'~~n&~f.r~~, 1i!'M~n& 
1Blm~~o 
~, lmjjj[::ENPB~~o 3l[]1!t.~0 ~, ~jjj[:Eo 1fE~miia, -¥~1fl 
M,~1!t.*o.B~~o~~~.,JIt17~IIl:R~OO~, ~¥~~~ 
A~~o ~4-~1fIli~~1!t.m~fl!'!~o ;fp~Jp(~, ~1I11!t.~lfR~ffl, :R 
~tlI;tit 
m~1!t.NPfI!~lfR, ~~~tito ... 
m~ •.. , ~~*3W:o ~B, mi15'~J±;Ji§o ~~J±;Ji, 1fE4-B~ 
ff~J±;JiEl ~1Il~0 
At that time King Bimbisara ... spoke to the Buddha, saying: 
"Greatly Noble Blessed One, this Bamboo Grove is neither too far from 
nor too close to Rajagrha, [meets a number of other conditions detailed 
in the text previously], and is splendid as a practice ground for good 
people. Please tell me, Blessed One, the procedure for offering this 
Bamboo Grove to the Blessed One as a place for sitting in meditation." 
At that time the Buddha said to King Bimbisara: "So it is, Great 
king. If you want to offer the Bamboo Grove to me, I ordain (*anu-
jiiniimi) that it be offered [instead] to the universal monastic community 
of the four quarters." 
Then King Bimbisiira spoke to the Buddha, saying: "[I will do] as 
the Blessed One instructs." And King Bimbisara, rising from his seat, 
took in his hands a golden vase, and offered water to the Blessed One. 
Then he again spoke to the Blessed One, saying: "Excellent, Blessed 
On~! This Bamboo Grove is close to Rajagrha, [meets the other 
conditions], and is splendid as a practice ground for good people. Now 
I present it to the Buddhas, Blessed Ones, and the universal monastic 
community of the four quarters. After the presentation, please, Blessed 
One, consent to accept it out of compassion for me." 
The Blessed One accepted it then out of compassion .... 
At that time the Blessed One assembled the great community, and 
having assembled it spoke then to the monks, saying: "You monks, from 
now on I allow monks to themselves take possession of groves." 
There are several peculiarities in this passage. In conformity with the 
expected Mahlsasaka stance, the Buddha declines a gift offered to him 
personally and directs that it be given instead to the community at large. But 
when Bimbisara actually makes the gift, which the Buddha accepts, he seems 
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to subvert that intention by presenting it to the Buddhas (plural!) and the 
universal community. However, the expression ~~1!t.m~fl'!l~ is odd. 
What might it mean in such a context to speak of plural Buddhas? And how 
are we to understand the plural suffix ~ standing at the end? There is only 
one universal community, but it might be possible to see a reference to the 
(plural) monks of that community. On the other hand, the Buddha's 
permission, given at the end of the passage, for monks to take possession of 
(literally, accumulate) groves seems to suggest that acquisition of offerings 
should be done by the monks, rather than by the Buddha, which is to say, 
practically speaking, the stiipa or Buddha image. Despite these ambiguities, 
which merit further study, the overall position of this passage does seem to 
conform to what we expect of the Mahisasaka ideology. 
If the materials we have cited so far are still not decisive, further 
confirmation, which may be considered almost conclusive, is happily to be 
found in the unique Mahlsasaka text available to us, that sect's own Vinaya, 
the Mishasaibu hexiwufenlii .79r~$;Y[] • .li5}~. Since this is a work of the 
sect itself, there can be no question here of any possible false attribution of 
views. And precisely the indications we wish to find do indeed appear. In this 
Vinaya's account of King Bimbisiira's attempt to give the Kalandaka-nivapa 
(Vel.1uvana) to the Buddha, we read:53 
~~ol'iJ~fffi~~;1:t:fl~~o::E.B~o~~~~o~~~fJ3.~lJta 
f~<> ~ft~~o ::EfJl!~~, ~lJtalZN]Jmo 
The Buddha said: "Give it to the monastic community. The merit 
of this is much greater." 
The king again said to the Buddha: "Please agree to accept it." 
The Buddha said: "Just donate it to the monastic community. I am 
part of the monastic community." 
The king then agreed to this, and donated it to the monastic 
community of the four quarters. 
In contrast to the somewhat confusing version attributed to the 
Mahlsasaka in the *Abhinii?kramafJa-sutra, the Mahlsasaka Vmaya's own 
version of the same episode explicitly states the basic principles we have 
attributed to this school. This stance is reinforced in another instance, in the 
same Vinaya's story of AmrapaIl's donation of her mango grove to the 
53 T. 1421 (XXII) llObl-4 (juan 16). The passage has also been translated by Bareau 1963: 337, 
and 1966: 52. 
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community, where we find the following:54 
S f9Il § 0 m*.~II.rp J1:~II;g-0 ~~~II*{it~mo 4*tl!:~o 
M~~~of9ll§o~~~m~**~o.*~~Lf9Ilof9llWo&~~mo 
fttEf~Jko .*~~RP~~f~o 
[AmrapaH] said to the Buddha: "Among the gardens ofVaisali, this 
is the fmest. From the beginning I have tended this garden with the 
desire for the merit [to be gained from its donation]. Now I present it to 
the Blessed One. Please accept it." 
The Buddha said: "Give it to the monastic community, and you will 
obtain great results." 
Amrapali repeated her request to the Buddha as before. The 
Buddha said: "Just give it to the monastic community. I am within the 
monastic community." 
AmrapalI agreed to this, and gave it to the monastic community. 
These passages lead us virtually beyond doubt to the conclusion that the 
position attributed to the Sophist in the Majjhimanikaya commentary 
corresponds to the stance of the Mahisasakas.55 This conclusion is only 
strengthened by the fact that, as Mori has also pointed out,56 the Indic 
Mahisasaka Vinaya manuscript later translated into Chinese by *Buddhajiva 
f9/l m 1+ with Zhisheng ~ ~ and others was acquired by Faxian W Il in 
Ceylon.57 This shows quite nicely that right around the time ofBuddhaghosa, 
in the early fIfth century of the Common Era, original Mahisasaka literature 
was available in Ceylon.58 All of this seems to fit together well. 
54 T. 1421 (XXII) 136a11-15 (juan 20). Also translated in Bareau 1966: 53, and Tomomatsu 1932: 
443--445. 
55 The comparative importance of these passages was observed by Bareau 1%3: 341, and 1966. 
Unfortunately, as he himself feared the crucial characteristic of the MahlSasaka formulation 
escaped Boucher 2000: 68 in his reference to Bareau's argwnents. (Incidentally, as far as I have 
noted, in none of his various references to the issue does Bareau evince any familiarity with the 
work ofTomomatsu, despite the fact that already in Tomomatsu 1931: 324-333 he discussed the 
matter, in French and in the Journal Asiatique.) 
56 Mori 1982: 13 (176). 
57 According to the Gaoseng Faxian-zhuan il1Ii1l1lli<i'ifl T. 2085 (LI) 865c24; see also Nagasawa 
1996: 118-120. (Translations in Legge 1886: 111, and Giles 1923: 76, although the latter is 
virtually incomprehensible.) See also Hirakawa 1960: 142-143. Note that Faxian also apparently 
acquired there a Dfrghiigama, which was however never translated, and a Sarvastivlida 
Samyulctagama. See de Jong 1981, and Enomoto 1986. 
58 Buddhaghosa's dates are controversial, but van HinUber places him between 370 and 450 (van 
Hintiber 1996 §207). Faxian was in Ceylon between 409 and 411 (Nagasawa 19%: 120, n. 6), 
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We have come rather far in our efforts to understand the short passage 
from Buddhaghosa's commentary to the Majjhimanikaya with which we 
began. But we have yet to fully determine why and how Buddhaghosa framed 
his arguments as he did. To pursue this question we must return to the 
DakkhilJavibhanga Sutta with which we began our inquiry. We fmd there, a 
bit further along than the passage with which we began, two enumerations of 
gifts, listed in descending order of value. 59 This indeed constitutes part of the 
core of the text, and accounts for its title, "Exposition on offerings." The first 
of fourteen gifts directed toward individuals (pa{ipuggalikii dakkhilJa) is that 
offered to the Buddha, followed by that offered to a Paccekabuddha, 
Tathagatasavaka arahant, and so on. More directly interesting for us is the 
listing of seven offerings made to the monastic community (sa1ighagata 
dakkhilJa). The fIrst four are those made to: 
1) thela dual monastic community [of monks and nuns] headed by the 
Buddha, buddhapamukhe ubhatosanghe diinam 
2) thela dual monastic community after the death of the Tathagata, 
tathagate parinibbute ubhatosanghe diinam 
3) thela community of monks, bhikkhusangha 
4) thela community of nuns, bhikhhunisangha 
The Chinese translations are not perfectly parallel here.60 The *Gautami-
sutra in the Madhyamagama has:61 
1) f9/l:tEi!t~, f9/l~§, ~f9Ilhtltli:~o When the Buddha was in the 
world, and the Buddha was the head (?),62 the gift made to the Buddha and 
the/a community of monks. 
2) 1!t:~n~tm!.!"M&:f~, iJIfi=$~" Not long after the Blessed One has 
attained nirviWa, the gift made to thela dual community. 
3) :M!iltli:~o The gift made to thela community of monks. 
4) iJlfiltli:JEi'!tto The gift made to thela community of nuns. 
59 Chalmers 1899: 254.27-255.33; translated also in N~amoli 1995: 1104-1105. 
60 ThingS also seem to have been handled rather differently in the Central Asian Sanskrit text, at 
least as far as one can judge from the very fragmentary remains in Waldsehrnidt, Clawiter and 
Sander-Holtzmann 1971: §979. 
61 T. 26 (108) (I) 722312-26 (juan 47). 
62 Although awkward, evidently this is to be understood in light of the term bu4dhapamukha. 
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The * Dah;ifJavibhanga has a rather odd ordering and formulation:63 
1) 1JIi{9IHJ~ru, ~iiiUi1t<o The gift made to the/a communities of monks 
when the Buddha was present before them. 
2) 1JIi~~~, ~iiifi1t<o The gift made to the/a communities of monks 
after the Buddha has perished. 
3) 1lt!i~~~, WifiJB1t<o The gift made to the/a community of nuns 
after the Buddha has perished. 
4) 1lt!i~~~, WifiWimJB=1t<o The gift made to the/a dual community 
of monks and nuns after the Buddha has perished. 
Setting aside the various problems attending these variant textual 
traditions, discussed by Tomomatsu without any convincing conclusions, we 
may once again turn to Buddhaghosa's commentary in the Papancasudanz 
and his treatment of this list. For here too he appeals to the same discussion, 
and the same central sentence, we have seen repeatedly explained in various 
ways above:64 
satta kho panima ti kasma arabhi I "sanghe gotami dehi sanghe le 
dinne ahaii ceva pujito bhavissiimi sangho ca" ti hi vutta? I tattha sattasu 
thanesu dinnadanaril sailghe dinnaril nama hoti ti dasseturil imarn 
desanam arabhi I tattha buddhappamukhe ubhatosanghe ti ekato 
bhikkhusailgho ekato bhikkhunisailgho sattha majjhe nisinno hoti ti I 
ayaril buddhapamukho ubhatosailgho nama I ... kirn pana tathiigate 
parinibbute buddhappamukhassa ubhatosailghassa danam datum sakka 
ti I ~akkii I katham I ubhatosailghassa hi pamukhe sadhatukaril patimarn 
asane thapetva adhiirakaril panhapetvaa dakkhiI}.odakam iidim katva 
sabbam satthu pathamaril datva ubhatosailghassa databbaril I evam 
buddhappamukhassa ubhatosailghassa diinam dinnam nama hoti I tattha 
yam satthu dinnaril tam kim kiitabban ti I yo satthararil patijaggati 
vattasampanno bhikkhu tassa databbam ! pitusantakafi hi puttassa 
papUI}.ati I bhikkhusanghassa datum pi vattati I sappiteliini pana gahetva 
dipa jiilitabbii satakaril gahetva pataka aropetabbii ti I 
Why [do we fmd here the passage which] begins by saying "there 
63 T. 84 (l) 904al6--19. 
64 Homer 1938: 73.8-30; Dharnmagiri-Pa1i-GantharnaUi series, vol. 18 (Jgatpuri: Vipassana 
Research Institute, 1995): 235.9-21. The only textual variant is at a), where the Burmese text has 
(hapetva. 
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are these seven"? For earlier it was stated: "Give it to the monastic 
community, Gotami.If it is given to the monastic community. both I and 
the monastic community will be honored with offerings. " It begins with 
this exposition in order to show that the gifts which are given in these 
seven cases are given precisely to the monastic community. There "to 
the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its heat:!' means the 
community of monks is on one side, the community of nuns on the other, 
and the Teacher is seated in the middle. This is what is meant by the dual 
monastic community with the Buddha at its head .... Now, is it possible 
to give offerings to the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its 
head after the Tathagata has attained nirvafJa? It is possible. How? 
Having placed an image containing a relic on an altar at the head of the 
dual community and setting up a stand, starting with offerings of water 
giving all of those fIrst of all to the Teacher, one must [then] give them 
to the dual community. Thus the offering is given to the dual monastic 
community with the Buddha at its head. What is to be done with what 
was offered to the Teacher? The ritually observant monk who prepares 
[the offerings] for the teacher shall be given them, for the son comes into 
his father's possessions.65 It is also right to give it to the community of 
monks. Again, lamps should be lit with ghee and sesame oil. and 
banners should be raised with cloths. 
With this we move firmly into the realm of the material, and begin to 
confront the practical question of the economic signifIcance and implications 
of the configurations discussed so far only in a rather abstract way. 
Buddhaghosa clarifIes here precisely what it means to make and accept 
donations to a monastic community with the Buddha at its head, and most 
importantly how this will function in an age when the Buddha is no more 
present in a manner which would enable him to consume what he is offered. 
An elaborated version of this very same discussion is found in Buddha-
ghosa's Vmaya commentary, the Samantapiisiidikii:66 
65 GregorySchopen brought to my attention the parallel expression arhati putra/:t paitrfcasya in the 
Civaravastu of the Mulasarvastivida Vmaya (Dutt 1939-1959: 2.125.8-9), although the context 
is different. The notion of the son's right to inherit is treated in quite overwhelming detail in the 
DharmaSiistra literature (see Kane 1968-1977: Ill. 543--{)61), but the most generalized notion is 
captured in this simple expression. 
66 Takakusu and Nagai 1924-1947: 1142.34-1143.23; Dharnmagiri-Pali-GantharnaUi series, vol. 94 
(Igatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute, 1998): 398.16-399.5. Commenting on Mahavagga VIII. 
32 (Oldenberg 1879-1883: i.309.31-32). The following instances of disagreement between the 
PTS edition and the Burmese may be noted: 
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pubbea bUddhappamukhassa ubhatosailghassa danam denti 
bhagava majjhe nisidati dakkhiJ;tato bhikkil vamato bhikkhuniyo 
nisidanti bhagava ubhinnam sanghatthero tadii bhagavii attanii 
laddhapaccaye attanapi paribhuiijati bhikkhiinam pi dapeti I 
etarahi pana pa1!<jitamanussii sadhatukam patimam va cetiyam va 
thapetva buddhappamukhassa ubhatosanghassa diinam denti I patimiiya 
vii cetiyassa vii purato iidharake pattaril thapetva dakkhi:t}.odakaril datvii 
buddhanam demii ti tattha yaril pathamaril khadaniyam bhojaniyam 
denti vihiiram vii iiharitvii idam cetiyassa demii ti pi:t}.<japatan ca 
miiliigandhiidini ca denti I tattha katham patipajjitabban ti I 
miiliigandhiidini tiiva cetiye aropetabbiini vatthehi patiika telena 
padlpa katabha 
pi:t}.9apatamadhupha:t}.itadini pana yo nibaddhacetiyajaggakoh hoti 
pabbajito vii gahattho va tassac diitabbiini I nibaddhajaggake asati 
iihatabhattaril67 thapetvii vattaril katva paribhuftjitU):il vattati I upakatthe 
kale bhufijitvad paccba pi vattaril katum vattati yeva I 
"malagandhadisu ca yam kinci idath haritva cetiyassa piijame 
karothii" ti vutte diirarilf pi haritvii piijetabbam I 
"bhikkhusailghassag hara" ti vutte pi haritabbaml sace pana "aharil 
pi:t}.<jiiya cariimi asanasalaya bhikkhii atthi te aharissantih" ti VUtte 
"bhante tuhyaril yeva dammi" ti vadati bhuftjitum vattati I atha pana 
"bhikkhusailghassa dassiimi" ti harantassa gacchato antara va kalo 
upakattho hoti attano piipetvii bhuftjitum vattati I 
a) PTS:. adds pi b) PTS: nibaddharlI cetiyapatijaggako c) PTS: tasseva 
d) PTS: bhaiijitva e) PTS: cetiyapiijarlI f) PTS: diire g) B: bhikkhum saJighassa 
h) PTS: harissanti 
The corresponding Chinese translation is brief, T. 1462 (XXIV) 794c28-795a2 (juan 17): ;t'!;'AlIi 
~~~~~m, ~~.~n~mff,~~~~o;t'!;'~~~furr~~o;t'!;'.~~furr, ~a~~~ 
lll\~~o "If someone were to bring food and drink and offer it to the Buddha and the monastic 
community, placing it in a bowl before the Buddha and carrying out the [ritual offering] practices 
in sequence, who will be able to eat the Buddha's food? If there is a monk who serves the Buddha, 
he is able to eat it. If there is no monk who serves the Buddha, and there is a layperson who serves 
the Buddha, he then may eat it." The translation in Bapat and Hirakawa 1970: 524 adds in brackets 
that it is an image of the Buddha that is in question, but it seems significant to me that the text 
does not say this. On the complex relationship between the Pali Samantapiisadikii and its Chinese 
version see Mizuno 1937, 1938. 
It is true that von Hinllber (1996: 108-109, §220), in discussing the authorship of the 
Samantapiisiidikii, suggested that "perhaps three different specialists were at work, when S 
[amanta] p [asadikii] as a whole was created," going on in fact to say that "there is no evidence 
that the chief redactor was Buddhaghosa." Nevertheless, with regard to the present passage, its 
close association with the just quoted passage in the Majjhimanikiiya commentary strongly 
suggests a common authorship. 
67 Not noted in Trenckner et al. 1924-. 
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In the past, [donors] donated gifts to the dual monastic community 
with the Buddha at its head; the Blessed One sat in the middle. the 
monks sat on his right and the nuns on his left, with the Blessed One the 
senior monk of both [communities]. Then the Blessed One consumed by 
himself the requisites he had obtained by himself, and had them given 
to the monks as well. 
In the present day [in which the living Buddha is not present]. wise 
men set up an image containing a relic. or a shrine, and donate gifts to 
the dual monastic community with the Buddha at its head. Setting a 
bowl on a stand in front of the image or the shrine, giving offerings of 
water they say "we give to the Buddhas. ,,68 That is, in the frrst place they 
give things to eat and things to drink, or bringing them back to the 
monastery they donate their alms and garlands, perfumes and so on, 
saying "we give this to the shrine." How is this practice to be followed? 
First, the garlands, perfumes and so on must be put on the shrine, 
and banners should be made of cloth and lamps of sesame oil. 
The alms, honey, sugar cane juice and so on [which are offered] 
should be given to the renunciant or householder who is the regular 
caretaker of the shrine. If there is no regular caretaker, [someone else]. 
taking the food which was brought and following [the appropriate] 
custom [such as chanting1. may eat it When time is tight [because the 
noontime restriction on eating approaches I. it is quite acceptable to 
follow [the appropriate] custom after having eaten. 
When he is told "Taking whatever it is among garlands. perfumes 
andso on, you must give worship to the shrine!" even if [the time for the 
ritual] is a long way off he must take it and give it in worship~ 
When he is told "Take it to the community ofmonks!" he must take 
it [and not eat the food portion himself]. But if [the monk spoken to I says 
"I am going for alms. The monks are in the assembly hall. They will use 
it," and [the donor] says "Venerable, I give it to you particularly," it is 
acceptable to eat it. On the other hand, [even when he is told] "1 give it 
to the community of monks," as in the case when he is taking it and 
going [to deliver it] but time is tight [and he will not be able to deliver it 
to the monks in time for them to eat it before the post-noontime restric-
tion comes into effect], it is acceptable for him to help himself and eat it. 
There is a great deal of interest in these passages, not least the 
68 Sic, plural! 
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description of the offering ritual which has, as far as I know, so far hardly 
been noted in modem scholarship.69 These descriptions deserve their own 
detailed study, but what we have to notice here most is the distribution of 
offerings. In a long passage immediately preceding that just quoted from the 
Samantap'iisadika, detailed rules are set out for the distribution of alms, in 
which it is stated that those given to the Buddha and the community must be 
divided evenly, one to one, or we may say, half and half.7o That is, if one 
hundred pieces of fruit are offered to the community of monks and the 
Buddha, the community will receive fifty and the Buddha fifty.71 Such a 
distribution probably would not be advocated by the Mahisasaka. For them, 
at least in Tomomatsu's opinion, if we assume a community of ninety-nine 
monks, a donation of one hundred pieces of fruit to the community would 
result in each monk receiving one piece of fruit, and the Buddha, as a monk, 
himself also receiving only one piece, the type of distribution we may have 
seen implied for instance in the quotation above from the Chuyao-jing. 
Buddhaghosa does not agree with this mode of distribution. When we come 
to the passage just quoted, however, we see that even the food offered to the 
Buddha, by way of offering it to the shrine, almost certainly to be understood 
as the stiipa and the image, is in fact passed on to a monk or monks, or 
caretaker layman. Here we can see the very similar approach of the Mahl-
sasaka and of Buddhaghosa and his tradition, in contrast to more radically 
separatist schools such as the Dharmaguptaka (and Kasyapiya), for whom 
such donations may in no wise be consumed but must rather be left to rot. For 
Buddhaghosa, the Buddha is a presence, but within the monastic community, 
not outs,ide it. Food offerings are to be made to the Buddha, but these 
obviously cannot be consumed by an image or a shrine, and thus they are to 
be passed along to the monks, and most particularly to the individual(s) 
responsible for preparing the offerings or looking after the shrine. At least in 
theory the Mahlsasaka would probably not face the problem of distribution 
since they would not, in the first place, encourage donations to the shrine or 
image, being more likely to suggest those directed to the monastic 
community as generative of greater merit. 
We may bring forward one final piece of evidence in an attempt to 
69 Rahula 1956: 125 contains the only rererence to the Samantapiisiidikii passage I have yet seen, 
but even he does not notice the parallel in the Majjhimanikiiya commentary. 
70 Takakusu and Nagai 1924-1947: 1141.22-11 42.34; Dhammagiri-Piili-Ganthamruiiseries, vo!. 94 
(lgatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute, 1998): 397.11-398,16. The Chinese translation is rather 
more brief, T. 1462 (XXIV) 794c4-28 Uuan 17), translated in Bapat and Hirakawa 1970: 
522-524. 
71 For this discussion cp. Tomomatsu 1932: 154-155. 
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understand the origins and structure of Buddhaghosa's exposition. This 
comes in the form of a passage from the Milindapanha that deals with the 
question of the monastic community's fitness to receive donations. The text's 
fifty-third 'dilemma,' (VI.3), provides the following:72 
bhante nagasena bhiisitam petarh bhagavata matucchaya maha-
pajapatiya gotamiya vassikasatikaya dlyamanaya I sang he gotami dehi I 
sanghe te dinne ahan ceva pUjito bhavissami sangho ca ti I kin nu kho 
bhante nagasena tathagato satigharatanato na bhariko na garuko na 
dakkhiQeyyo yarh tathiigato sakaya matucchaya sayampifijitarh sayarh-
luiicitaril sayarilpothitaril sayarilkantitaril sayarhvayitaril vasslkasatikaril 
attano dlyamanaril satighassa dapesi I yadi bhante nagasena tathagato 
sailgharatanato uttaro bhaveyya adhiko va visinho va mayi dinne 
mahapphalaril bhavissatI ti na tathagato matucchaya sayampifijitaril 
sayarhluncitaril sayampothitaril tarh vassikasatikarh sailghe dapeyya I 
yasma ca kho bhante nagasena tathagato attanarh na pattiyati na 
upanissayati tasma tathiigato matucchaya taril vassikasatikaril sailghassa 
dapesI ti I 
bhiisitam petaril maharaja bhagavata matucchiiya mahapajapatiya 
gotamiya vassikasiitikaya diyamanaya I sanghe gotami dehi I sanghe te 
dinne ahan ceva pUjito bhavissiimi sangho ca ti I tam pana na attano 
patimananassa avipakaUiya na adakkhiQeyyataya api ca kho hitatthaya 
anukampaya anagatam addhanaril sailgho mam accayena cittikato 
bhavissati ti I vijjamane yeva guI}.e parikittayanto evam aha I sanghe 
gotami dehi I sanghe te dinne ahan ceva pujito bhavissami sangho ca ti 
I yathii maharaja pita dharamano yeva amaccabhatabalatthadoviirika-
arukanhaparisajjajanamajjhe ranno santike pUttassa vijjamanarh yeva 
guI?aril pakitteti idha thapito anagatam addhanaril janamajjhe piijito 
bhavissafi ti evameva kho maharaja tathiigato hitatthiiya anukampaya 
anagatam addhanaril sailgho mam accayena cittikato bhavissati ti 
vijjamane yeva guI}.e pakittiyanto evam aha I sanghe gotami dehi I 
sanghe te dinne ahan ceva piijito bhavissiimi sangho ca ti I na kho 
maharaja tavatakena vassikasatikanuppadanamattakena sailgho 
tathagatato adhiko nama hoti visinho val yathii maharaja matapitaro 
puttanaril ucchiidenti parimaddanti nahapenti sambahenti api nu kho 
maharaja tavatakena ucchadanaparimaddananahapanasambahanamat-
72 Trenckner 1880: 240.1-242.6. In making my translation r have profited much from Rhys Davids 
1894: 51-55, and Homer 1964: 44-47. 
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takena putto matapituhi adhiko nama hoti visinho va ti I 
na hi bhante akamakarat).lya bhante putta miitapitunnam I tasma 
matapitaro puttanam ucchadanaparimaddananahapanasambahanaril 
karonti: ti I 
evam eva kho maharaja na tavatakena vassikasatikiinuppadanam-
attakena sangho tathagatato adhiko nama hoti visinho va I api ca 
tathagato akamakarat).iyam karonto matucchaya tarn vassikasatikaril 
sanghassa dapesi I yatha va pana maharaja kocid eva puriso ranno 
upayanam ahareyya I tarn raja upayanaril ai'iiiatarassa bhatassa vii 
balatthassa va seniipatissa va purohitassa va dadeyya api nu kho so 
maharaja purlso tavatakena upayanapatiUibhamattakena rai'iiia adhiko 
nama hoti visittho va ti I . 
na hi bhante rajabhattiko bhante so puriso rajupajivi73 I tamthiine 
thapento raja upayanaril detl ti I 
evam eva kho maharaja na tavatakena vassikasatikiinuppadiinam-
attakena sangho tathagatato adhiko nama hoti visittho va atha kho 
tathagatabhattiko tathagatupajivi74 I tamthane thapento tathagato 
sanghassa vassikasatikarh diipesi I api ca maharaja tathagatassa evam 
ahosi I sabhavapatipujanlYo sangho mama santakena sangharh 
patipujessami: ti I sanghassa vassikasatikaril dapesi I na maharaja 
tathagato attano yeva patipujanam vat).t).eti atha kho ye loke 
patipujanaraha tesam pi tathiigato patipujanam vat).neti I bhiisitam 
petam maharaja bhagavata devatidevena majjhimanikayavaralaii.cake 
dharnmadiiyiidadhammapariyaye appicchapalittirh pakittayamiinena [ 
asu yeva me purimo bhikkhu pujjataro ca pasamsataro ca ti I natthi 
maharaja bhavesu koci satto tathiigatato dakkhit).eyyo va uttaro va 
adhiko va visittho vii I tathiigato va uttaro adhiko visittho I 
[Milinda:] Venerable Niigasena, it was again said by the Blessed One to 
his maternal aunt Mahiipajapati Gotami, when she was giving him cloth 
for use in the rain retreat: 'Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. 
If it is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic 
community will be honored with offerings.' But, Venerable Niigasena, is 
the Tathagata less important, less significant, and less worthy of 
reverence than the jewel treasure of the monastic community, that the 
Tathiigata had his own maternal aunt give [instead] to the monastic 
73 Not in Trenckner et al. 1924- s. v. upajivin. 
74 Not in Trenckner et al. 1924- S.v. upajivin. 
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community the cloth for use in the rain retreat which she herself had 
dyed, combed, beaten, spun and woven, and which was being given to 
him? If, Venerable Nagasena, the Tathiigata were really superior, or 
greater, or more excellent than the monastic community, then he would 
have said: 'What is given to me will yield a great result,' and he would 
not have had his maternal aunt give to the monastic community the cloth 
for use in the rain retreat which she herself had dyed, combed and 
beaten. But since the Tathagata, Venerable Nagasena, does not himself 
make use of [the donation] and does not depend [on such giftS],75 the 
Tathiigata had his maternal aunt give the cloth for use in the rain retreat 
to the monastic community [instead]." 
[Niigasena:] "Indeed this was said by the Blessed One, Great king, when 
his maternal aunt Mahiipajapati Gotami:, was giving him cloth for use in 
the rain retreat: 'Give it to the monastic community, Gotami. If it is given 
to the monastic community. both I and the monastic community will be 
honored with offerings. ' But that was not said because of any absence of 
[positive karmic] result from providing for [the Tathagata] himself, nor 
because of his unworthiness for reverence. Rather, for the sake of the 
welfare [of the monastic community] and out of compassion [for it], 
praising [the monastic community's] existing good qualities he thought: 
'In a future time when I am gone the monastic community will be 
esteemed,' and he said: 'Give it to the monastic community. Gotami. If 
it is given to the monastic community, both I and the monastic 
community will be honored with offerings.' As a father, Great king, 
while stilI alive, praises the existing good qualities of his son amongst 
ministers, servants, military officials, door-keepers, palace guards, 
councillors and the people, and in the presence of the king himself, 
saying '[Ifmy son is] established in a position here he will, in a future 
time, be honored amongst the people,' just so, Great king, for the sake 
of the welfare [of the monastic community] and out of compassion [for 
it], praising [the monastic community's] existing good qualities the 
Tathagata thought: 'In a future time when I am gone the monastic 
community will be esteemed,' and he said: 'Give it to the monastic 
community. Gotam"i.If it is given to the monastic community, both I and 
75 I do not understand well the sense intended by Nolot's "c'est qu'iJ n'avait ni assurance ni 
confiance en soi" (1995: 193), despite her note (1995: 351, n. 256) in which she equatespattryati 
withpattiydyati. Rather we may notice Aggavamsa's gloss in the Saddanrti: attana pattam icchati 
(Smith 1928-1966: 587.18 = 823.6. Smith 1548 suggestspattljlati =*piitrryali, which I confess 
I also do not well understand.). 
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the monastic community will be honored with offerings.' It is not, Great 
king, the case that through so much as a mere granting of cloth for use 
in the rain retreat the monastic community becomes greater or more 
excellent than the Tathagata. Parents, Great king, anoint their children 
with perfumes, rub, bathe and shampoo them but, Great king, is it the 
case that through so much as a mere anointing. rubbing, bathing and 
shampooing a child becomes greater or more excellent than his parents?" 
[M:] "Not at all, Venerable. Parents must take care of their children even 
against the latter's wishes. Therefore parents anoint their children with 
perfumes, rub, bathe and shampoo them." 
iN:] "Just so, Great king, it is not the case that through so much as a 
mere granting of cloth for use in the rain retreat the monastic community 
becomes greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. Yet the Tathagata, 
acting against her wishes, had his maternal aunt give cloth for use in the 
rain retreat to the monastic community. Or again, Great king, some 
person might present a gift to a king, and the king might give that gift to 
another - to a servant, military official, general or court priest. Would 
that person, Great king, through so much as a mere acceptance of a gift 
become greater or more excellent than the king?" 
[M:] "Not at all, Venerable. That man, Venerable, who is in a king's 
employ is dependent on the king for his livelihood, and the king, having 
appointed him to that station, gives him a gift." 
iN:] "Just so, Great king, it is not the case that through so much as a 
mere granting of cloth for use in the rain retreat the monastic community 
becqmes greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. Rather, [the 
monastic community] is in the employ of the Tathagata, is dependent on 
the Tatbagata for its livelihood. The Tathiigata, having appointed [the 
monastic community] to that station had [Mahapajapatl] give the cloth 
for use in the rain retreat to the monastic community. Moreover, Great 
king, the following occurred to the Tathagata: 'The monastic commu-
nity is worthy of honor by its very nature; I will have the monastic 
community honored with [what, by virtue of its having been offered to 
me, is] my property.' And he had [Mahapajapati] give the cloth for use 
in the rain retreat to the monastic community. The Tathagata, Great king, 
does not praise honor done to himself with offerings, but rather the 
Tathiigata praises honor being done with offerings to those in the world 
who are deserving of honor with offerings. Indeed, this too was said, 
Great king, by the Blessed One, the god of gods, in the most excellent16 
76 I follow Rhys Davids and Homer here in so rendering varalaiicaka. See Edgerton 1953, S.v. 
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Majjhimanikaya, in the discourse called 'Dhanunadayada,' when he 
was exalting the practice of being content with little:77 'For me, the first 
monk [who declines food left over by the Buddha] is more worthy of 
honor, more praiseworthy [than one who accepts it].' There is, Great 
king, no being whosoever in [all] the worlds more worthy of reverence, 
superior or greater or more excellent than the Tathagata. The Tathagata 
indeed is superior, great and excellent." 
Although it is possible that both texts share a common source, the very 
close wording, use of examples and other similarities strongly suggest that 
Buddhaghosa's main source for his commentary on the crucial passage of the 
DakkhiQavihhanga Sutta in his Papaiicasiidani is this very discussion in the 
Milindapaiiha. It is established and accepted tradition that Buddhaghosa's 
commentaries were based on older sources, and it has been shown that he 
knew and quoted from the Milindapaiiha, even its later books,78 so there is 
every possibility that he may have been inspired by that text here as well. 
(Incidentally, if the suggestion that this is Buddhaghosa's source here is 
correct, it is a delicious circle made whole that the modern Milindapaiiha-
Afthakatha written by a Burmese monk, Thaton Mingun Zetawun Sayadaw, 
and published in 1948, comments on this section of the Milindapaiiha by 
quoting verbatim precisely the two passages ofBuddhaghosa's commentary 
to the DakkhiQ«vibhanga Sutta we have cited above.)79 
Iaflcaka and lambhaka. 
77 Majjhimanikaya §3, Trenckner 1888: 13.27-28. Homer 1964: 47, n. 2, states that the reference is 
to "a monk who, though exhausted, refused to take aImsfood on the grounds that it is a 'material 
thing.' It is not this, he reflects, that he is to be heir to, but the Dhamma," This slightly 
misrepresents the importance of the case. Indeed, the Buddha praises this monk, but the aimsfood 
he has refused is the Buddha's leftover almsfood. What the Buddha is praising, at least as 
Buddhaghosa quotes the passage, is the monk's appreciation of the Buddha's infinite superiority, 
which renders his leftover food too pure and too full of power for the monk to consume. This issue 
requires detailed investigation, especially with regard to the different ways the general principle 
was understood, but some general and preliminaIY observations may be found already in 
Tomomatsu 1933. 
78 See Rhys Davids 1890: xvi; Homer 1963: xx; Mori 1984: 86-88; and von Hinuber 1996: 85-86 
(§179). 
79 Deshpande 1999: 259-261. How the commentator came to do this is not completely clear. He 
himself notes (Deshpande 1999: I, and 13 of the editor's introduction) that Buddhaghosa took the 
Milindapaiiha as an authority, also mentioning two Bunnese language commentaries, 
Milindapaiihiivatthu and Milindapaiihiinissaya. Rhys Davids 1890: xvi had already mentioned 
the existence of a Bunnese nissaya, which may be the same as the latter text. Thus the 
commentator was plainly familiar with Buddhaghosa's work and its relation to the Milinda. and 
with previous texts to which I do not have access. These may well be the source of his connection 
of Buddhaghosa's discussion with this passage, if he did not make the link himself. The 
recensions of the Milindapaiiha itself are said to differ somewhat one from another, but while I 
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However, despite the obvious similarities in the use of the motif of the 
future health of the monastic community and the example of kings passing 
gifts along to their servants, there are some quite radical differences between 
the attitudes of the author(s) of the Milindapaiiha and those of Buddha-
ghosa.80 For Buddhaghosa, the Buddha is the head of the monastic 
community, within it but before it. For the author(s) of the Milindapaiiha,81 
the Buddha is quite totally other. The text's position, in this respect, is rather 
closer to that we have noticed above identified with the Dharmaguptaka 
school, a stance held also by the Kasyapiyas. The example of a parent and 
child is quite striking. As any parent knows, parents and children are not 
equals, despite their mutual love and respect, and the hierarchy of parent and 
child cannot be overcome. A parent is not even an older brother or sister, as 
a kind of first among equals, but entirely separate. For the author(s) of the 
Milindapaiiha too, the Buddha is not and cannot be prim us inter pares, but 
rather is like a father in relation to his son. Buddhaghosa seems of two minds 
about this. On the one hand, he clearly accepts the ideology embedded in the 
expression "the monastic community with the Buddha at its head," an idea 
we will explore further below. On the other hand, the author(s) of the 
Milindapaiiha conclude that what the monastic community receives it 
receives because the Buddha allows it, going so far as to apparently make the 
claim that the clothes given by MahapajapatI to the Buddha have become his 
property (mama santaka), which he then passes on to the community. While 
other interpretations, including that of Buddhaghosa, understand that the 
Buddha never takes possession of the gift, and thus the clothes have no 
opportunity to become his property, Buddhaghosa still employs in his 
Majjhimanikiiya commentary the proverbial expression "the son comes into 
do not have direct access to any text other than that edited by Trenckner, judging from the 
translation in Kanamori 1939: 204-207 (which seems to be excellent), based on the Siamese 
edition, the text there is identical, and it is unlikely that any inspiration would have come from 
some version of the root text itself (cp. Thich 1964: 33 for the types of variants the Siamese 
edition contains). 
80 The influences on the fonnation of the Milindapaflha have, surprisingly, been little studied. 
Homer 1963: xlii has noted an example of what may be Sarvastivadin influence (cp. also Kawamura 
1976), and she has listed in the same discussion a number of what she terms "innovations," that 
is "words and concepts ... that do not appear to occur in the Pali Canon." No doubt this is an 
important subject of inquiry, but just as vital would be a survey of interpretations of canonical 
materials that differ from those given by the later Theravlida tradition. Despite Thich's assertion 
1964: 23 that "It is crystal clear that the P[iili] text [of the Milindapaflha, as opposed to its Chinese 
translations] belongs to the Theraviida school," to the best of my knowledge the relation between 
this tradition and the later classical Theravlida remains unclarified. 
81 We should more cautiously say, for the author(s) of the section in question. It is almost certain that 
the text as we have it represents a compilation of originally somewhat disparate materials. 
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his father's possessions," implying that he too accepts in some way the 
allegorical equation of the Buddha with the father and the monastic 
community (or an individual monk) with the son. The relation between 
Buddhaghosa's commentaries and the Milindapaiiha is complex, and 
requires more attentive investigation than we can give it here. What is 
nevertheless clear is that, far from simply reproducing his source, if that is 
what it really is, Buddhaghosa has taken inspiration from the earlier work, but 
cast his own presentations in a quite different overall ideological frame. 
r have argued above that Buddhaghosa, perhaps inspired in part by the 
Milindapanha, composed his Majjhimanikiiya commentary's presentation of 
the ideology of the relative merits of donations to the Buddha and the 
monastic community using as a foil for his own opinion the putative 
objections of a Mahisasaka opponent, whom he characterized as a Sophist. I 
think this conclusion is correct, but it is nevertheless incumbent upon us to 
also consider to whom the position criticized by Buddhaghosa might possibly 
belong, were it not to be to the Mahisiisaka. Some indication of this might 
come from an early Sarviistiviida compendium, the * Abhidharma Mahii-
vibha~ii, in which a similar opinion is found:B2 
JI:U~qj[ i3 0 ~ 1;(~~$1JiE3<a*, 'Ff~f~{tJuli1JiEll!ItrM3lt, J1t3!ltlfgm 
**:1RfJJl" 1;( M{tJnli~.iitto 
~otlfg~~~~:1R1IfgMoJlt~1Ifgm~~.~~~~"fflttJlt~~ 
Wll~f~o 
~o ~P1;(-;\j!tt, *~~f~o Ji.fi1;(~fflo ~§II1M, OO=-FtlWllo ~rzg 
trM, JlU$tlWllo ~mEEf~liiJBMtto ~1!fEM!iWll, fEl.~JJ!:;t, ffl11f<1':;t, 
ttm~~o ~1Ifgf~1f<, 1~1f<:WWll~JJ!~:;t, ilj5(:NUi~o ~.iitto ~m~ 
IlRtto 
This siitra [the Sudatta siltra J again says: "If one donates food and 
drink to a Tathiigata, and builds a monastery (* salighiirama) and donates 
it to the monastic community of the four quarters, the latter gift yields 
greater meritorious fruit than the former. This is because the monastery 
82 T. 1545 (XXVll) 678b2G-29 (juan 130), translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 79-80 (and see 1932: 
lll). This passage was already noted by Takai 1928/1978: 141-142, along with a number of other 
relevant sources, in his excellent discussion. Tomomatsu 1932: III (and 1970: 79-80) identified 
the siitra cited as the Sudatta-siitra in the Madhyamiigama, T. 26 (l55) (l) 677c-{)78a (juan 39). 
There are a number of parallel versions including T. 74 (I) 881al9-21, T. 73 (1) 879c, T. 72 (1) 
878c, T. 125 (Il) 644c (juan 19), and the Veliima-sutta in the Aflguttaranikiiya (ix.20). See also the 
passage in the Vinay~vibhanga of the Miilasarvastiviidins, T. 1442 (XXIII) 870bc-871a (juan 44), 
and in the Derge Kanjur 3, 'dui ba, nya 87bff. Further study of the significant differences between 
these versions of the siitra source must await another occasion. 
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is free from obstructions (*anavaralla)." 
Question: The merit from donating to the Buddha surpasses that 
from donating to the monastic community. Among this [series of items 
in the siitra, the preceding members of which are omitted here], in every 
case the merit of giving to the former [recipient) is weak and that to the 
latter surpasses it. Why in this [sequence] is the Buddha listed first, then 
the monastic community [when, as I understand it, the merit of giving to 
the Buddha should surpass that of giving to the monastic community)? 
Answer: It is just for this reason that the Buddha is listed first, then 
the monastic community [namely, that they are listed in hierarchical 
order]! Why? If it is a question of the community of auditors 
(*sravakasaitgha), then it does not include the Buddha, but if it is a 
question of the monastic community of the four quarters (*catur-
disasangha), then it does include the Buddha. This is because· the 
monastic community which is the field of merit (*pullyak$etra) is the 
community of monks (* bhik$usangha). If one only makes a donation to 
the Buddha, then only the Buddha will receive it, and not the monastic 
community, so the merit will be weak. If one makes a donation to the 
monastic community, both the monastic community and the Buddha 
will receive it, and so the merit will be superior, because [the monastic 
community] is free ·from obstructions, and because its acquisition of 
merit is limitless. 
Here in this clearly Sarviistivadin text, the viewpoint being expressed is 
entirely in concert with the position of the Mahisiisakas that we detailed 
above. According to Tomomatsu, this is an old Sarviistivada position, in 
contrast to the newer, later idea of the same school that the Buddha and the 
monastic community are distinct.83 And indeed, later Sarviistivadin sources 
offer an opposite point of view. The * Nyayanusiira of Saftghabhadra has the 
following: 84 
~M~~W~**o~~~~o~M**,-W~~~~~~,~ 
~f~rpAPJ~~o )(i§f~~~W;E8~o )(~~±~~~f9Ilili:.~~~1~ 
i'tco?&ftPJf*~f9Il**o~~~~oilff9llili:.~~-Wml:§tE!*I1I~~ 
~~.i'tco ... JiJf~~±~~~f9Ilili:.~~~~f~~, tt~~pm!, IHml3l 
83 Tomomatsu 1932: Ill, and 444. 
84 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558c23-29, 559a13-l6 (juan 38). Translated in Tomomatsu 1970: 200-201. 
Sailghabhadra actually gives reasons of his own for his position, and then refutes the opponent's 
positions one by one; here r quote only the last of these refutations. 
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~o~~~~%Mtt~~~~~~~tt~,~~~~~~~~o 
Which generates a greater result: giving to the monastic 
community or giving to the Buddha? Some say giving to the monastic 
community generates a greater result, because all of the varieties of 
noble dharmas free of defilements can be obtained completely in the 
monastic community. Others say that it is because the monastic 
community is the supreme field of merit. Others again say that it is 
because things which donors give to the Buddha, Blessed One, he 
ordered be turned over to the monastic community. But our school 
maintains that giving to the Buddha generates a greater result. As 
scripture says, because the Buddhas, Blessed Ones, have directly 
experienced supreme unexcelled freedom and superior virtue, they are 
called most worthy ones .... 
Regarding the statement "things which donors give to the Buddha, 
Blessed One, he ordered be turned over to the monastic community," 
this argument is not reasonable, because we perceive a different cause, 
namely, that since the Buddha desired to have the monastic community 
dwell upholding the supreme teaching for a very long time, he 
encouraged [the donors] to take what they had given to the Buddha and 
turn it over to the community. 
We notice in Saftghabhadra's refutation of the opponent's third point a 
clear parallel to an argument of Buddhaghosa's, namely that the Buddha 
encouraged donors to support the monastic community not because he 
considered it superior to himself, but so that he might ensure its long term 
survival. Although certainly it is reasonable to assume that an articulation of 
the position to which Saftghabhadra objects is that set forth in the earlier 
Sarvastiviida work, the * Mahavibh~ii, that position also fully corresponds to 
the Mahisiisaka stance detailed above. (It is true that the passage suggested 
above as the earlier is found only in Xuanzang's translation of the *Maha-
vibha~ii. But the fact that it was· the same Xuanzang who also translated 
Sanghabhadra's * Nyayanusara suggests that we are justified in assuming that 
the difference in respective ideologies owes more to their original Indian 
sources than to any possible later interpolation.) 
Much later still, a classical Sarviistiviida position: is formulated by the 
Chinese scholar Puguang if7'£;, a collaborator ofXuanzang, in his Jushelun-ji 
~~~~a, composed between 65(Hj55. Commenting on an Abhidharmakosa-
bh~ya passage which uses the expression buddhapramukho bhi~usanghah 
(f9Il~tfM), the sense of which we will explore further below, he remarks:8s 
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~1i&l EEI;j!f, ~f9IL1:: tf fl;j!f 0 ~W1U ~ ~fl ~ f(jj ~ J: tf 0 P!P i!t fl1f<1S 
~J::tfflo x.$, ~mEEl~~ft~MJ, Mc1SJ:tf, p!p~1SJ:tfmof9l}~~~ 
j!;flrifHI3Io j!;~m~o McjD.!I!=:'+J\~o ~tf~~m3lo ~~fiITMcfFj(D~ 
~o &~tffj~~~.8M~J, j(D*~.~J::tfmo ~U~fIEEl~~OO~7lf~1J!B 
mo~~~~om~~~o~~mA·flOO·mEEl·&~m~o~~i!t~ 
~FflOOmm~~fl, ~?N!itMco .t!OfB{~o ~i!t::ltit ti!(~MJpj\1Sflo 
[The phrase from the Abhidharmakosabha-DJa] "The field of merit 
(*pu1Jyak$etra) is called the monastic community headed by the 
Buddha" comments on the first foot [of verse IV.54 in Xuanzang's 
translation of the Abhidharmakosa].86 The Buddha is within the 
monastic community, but its head, so this community of monks is called 
"the monastic community headed by the Buddha." Again, it is explained 
that because the Buddha is the most superior one among the field of 
monks, he is called the head, and thus the Buddha is called the head 
monk. Although the Buddha is not included among the auditors 
(*sriivaka), he ranks as a noble monk, and thus the *Nyayanusara [of 
Sailghabhadra, injuan] 38 says:87 "If the Buddha is not included among 
the monks, why did the scripture say 'If you can make a small donation, 
you should honor in sequence the monastic community with the Buddha 
as its head. Therefore, [by giving] to the field [of merit that is the] 
monastic community one obtains the completely pure merit of giving'?" 
The * Nyayanusara interprets this saying:88 "There are many types of 
monks, namely those ranked as sentient beings, auditors, fields of merit, 
and noble monks. The Buddha is not an auditor within this 
[cla~sification], but he can belong to one of the other [categories of] 
monks, because he awakened to true reality." Thus it explains in detail, 
and understanding the matter through this discussion, we know 
therefore that the Buddha is also called a monk. 
It is beyond the scope of the present study to investigate in detail the 
position of the *Nyayanusara on this matter,89 or to explore the significance 
8S T. 1821 (XLI) 248b2k9 (iuan IS). 
86 Found in T. 1559 (XXIX) 82b29 (iuan IS). The Chinese translation does not correspond well to 
the Sanskrittext inPradhan 1975: 232-233. 
87 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558c4-6 (juan 38). Immediately after this Sailghabhadra quotes (or rather 
paraphrases) the siitra passage with which we began: "Gotami. if you donate to the monastic 
community, you honor me with offerings as well." The entire discussion in this section deserves 
closer study. 
88 T. 1562 (XXIX) 558c9-ll (juan 38). Both of these passages closely precede that we quoted above. 
89 It is dealt with in detail by Tomomatsu 1970: 199-208. 
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of Puguang' s text. But obviously there is a disjunction between the position 
of the * Mahiivibhli§a on the one hand and that ofSanghabhadra and Puguang 
on the other. The development of this idea within the Sarvastiviida (or even 
specifically within the Kasmira Sarviistiviida) is a question which should be 
addressed by specialists in the Abhidharma. We have seen here the possibility 
that the pasition argued against by Buddhaghosa might, from the point of 
view of its doctrinal content, conceivably belong to the older Sarvastivada. 
The weight of other evidence we have seen does, nevertheless, still suggest 
the correctness of the Mahisiisaka identification. 
Although I do, then, believe that we have succeeded in establishing not 
only the identity of Buddhaghosa's Vitat}.<;laviidin opponent, but also in 
identifying in the Milindapaiiha a likely model upon which he based the 
overall framework of his response to this opponent, it is vital to recognize that 
there does exist some evidence which tends to make parts of the case 
presented above less than perfectly conclusive. In the very first place, and 
most importantly, some strong evidence confronts us in our sole extant 
Mahisiisaka source, that sect's Vinaya. Although we have no extant sutra-
pitaka of the Mahisasaka school,90 and thus no exact parallel to the 
Dakkhit;iivibhanga Sutta, and despite the evocative, structurally parallel 
passages concerning the gifts of Bimbisiiraand AmrapiiU we were able to 
quote from the Mahisiisaka Vinaya, we do fmd in that same Mahisiisaka 
Vinaya a version of the episode of greatest interest to us here, Gotarni's gift 
to Siikyamuni. But there things are presented slightly differently than they are 
in any other version we have examined. Gotami's gift of a robe to the Buddha 
there reads as followS:91 
m~, ~~.i!t~o~~*J::o~~~~o~gom~~mo~* 
51Hio tltIDJ::8o ~~o m~1J!B1Io ~tEmif(o tlllDJ:8o ~go ~~ 
-0 ~-:8Igflo ?&.f~~~ :8IgMJ:&mo 
[Gotarni says:] "Blessed One, I wove this robe myself. Now I 
present it to you; please agree to accept it." 
The Buddha said: "Give it to the monastic community; this will 
produce a great result." 
[Gotami] spoke to the Buddha as before [repeating her request], 
90 Mizuno 1970 has wondered whether one Chinese Samyuktagama translation (T. 100) might not 
belong to the Mahisiisaka (or Dharmaguptaka), but this has been refuted by Enomoto 1980 (see 
1986: 24-25), and recently again by Hiraoka 2000, who agree in attributing the text to the 
Sarviistivadins or Mfilasarvastivadins. 
91 T. 1421 (XXII) 185b21-25 (iuan 29). 
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and the Buddha said: "Give it to the monastic community. I am 
enumerated among the monks." 
She again spoke to him as before, and the Buddha said: "I will 
accept one [robe]. Give another to the monastic community." 
Then she agreed, and gave [robes] to the Buddha and to the 
monastic community. 
From the point of view of all we have seen above, this is a very odd and 
seemingly internally contradictory presentation. Why, if the Buddha is 
enumerated among the monks, should he accept a portion of the donation 
personally, directing that another portion be given to the community? The 
orientation revealed here seems, from a theoretical point of view, closer 
perhaps to a later Theravada, Dharmaguptaka or even later Sarvastivadin 
approach to this question than to what we thought we had established as the 
(a?) Mahisasaka position.92 Examples oflater Theraviida texts presenting this 
orientation may be found in a text popular in Thailand, the Pathama-
sambodhi, and in the commentary to the Aniigatavamsa, both of which 
apparently recount the episode almost exactly in this manner.93 I frankly 
confess my inability to explain this framework here in the Mahisasaka 
Vmaya, in which Gotami's donation is split, apparently 50-50, between the 
Buddha and the monastic community. While the passage in itself cannot 
entirely subvert the hypothesis suggested above, it certainly presents a 
serious challenge I, for one, am unable to meet at the moment. Other potential 
objections; however, are more easily dealt with. 
The. first less serious apparent complication for our hypothesis comes 
from the Kathavatthu. That text, putatively representing old Indian opinions, 
but upheld by the Theravada as an orthodox doxology, contains in section 
XVII. I 0 the following:94 
1. na vattabbam "buddhassa dinnaril mahapphalan" ti I 
amanta I 
nanu bhagava dipaclanam aggo dipadanam senho dipadiinam 
pamokkh0 95 dipadanam uttamo dipadanam pavaro asamo asamasamo 
92 We did also see at the outset in the *Gautam'i-siitra that in at least one apparently Sarvastiviida 
source the event is not portrayed in this way, but rather in a manner which agrees with the 
presentation in the Pllli scriptures. 
93 See L6vi 1932: 366, and Chit Tin and Pruitt 1992: 18-19, with n. 3, as well as Silk Forthcoming 
b, nn. 6(H) I. On the Pa{kamasambodhi, see Coedes 1968. 
94 Taylor 1897: 555.7-19. See the translation in Aung and Rhys Davids 1915: 321. 
95 Edition here and below pamokkho. 
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appatisamo appatibhago appatipuggalo ti I 
amanta I 
hafici bhagava dipadanam aggo dipadanam senho dipadanam 
pamokkho dipadanaril uttamo dipadanaril pavaro asamo asamasamo 
appa~isamo appatibhago appatipuggalo tena vata re vattabbe 
"buddhassa dinnaril mahapphalan" ti I 
1. [Someone offering a heterodox view says:] It should not be said 
"What is given to the Buddha yields a great [karmic] result." 
Yes, that's right. 
Is not the Blessed One the best of bipeds, the greatest of bipeds, 
foremost of bipeds, chief of bipeds, most excellent of bipeds, 
unequalled. unrivalled, incomparable, unmatched, peerless? 
Yes, that's right. 
If the Blessed One is the best of bipeds, the greatest of bipeds, 
foremost of bipeds, chief of bipeds, most excellent of bipeds, 
unequalled, unrivalled, incomparable, unmatched, peerless, then it must 
be said that "What is given to the Buddha yields a great [karmic] result." 
Here someone suggests that offerings to the Buddha do not yield great 
results, with which the author of the text disagrees; such gifts do yield great 
results. Although I have omitted it here, this passage also includes as part of 
its argument the very verse cited above by Buddhaghosa in the 
Majjhimanikaya commentary on the virtues of the Buddha.96 According to 
the commentary to the Kathavatthu, the opponent in question is representing 
the view of the Vetullaka or Mahapuiiiiavadins / Mahasufiiiavadins, and 
unlike the case noticed by Mori in which the Kathavatthu commentary 
identifies a position attributed to a VitaQQavadin in the Majjhimanikaya 
commentary as that of the MahiIpsasaka, here no mention of the Mahlsasaka 
is found at al1.97 Now, this commentary is traditionally attributed to 
Buddhaghosa, and Buddhaghosa is unquestionably the author of the 
MaJjhimanikaya commentary. Since we would surely expect some degree of 
consistency in the attribution of such doctrinal positions, and in harmony 
with Mori's acceptance of the text's testimony in the other relevant case, the 
Kathavatthu commentary would seem to suggest that we understand the 
opponent imagined in the Majjhimanikaya commentary also to be a Vetullaka. 
96 See above, n. 19. 
97 Jayawickrama 1979: 170, referring to 168.19. Also translated in Law 1940: 208, 206. 
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If this argument were correct, we would be compelled to content ourselves 
with the conclusion that, although the position of the Sophist in the 
Majjhimanikaya commentary seems to overlap with the opinion of the 
Mahisasakas cited above, Buddhaghosa saw things differently. However, 
things are not so simple. First of all, the item in the Kathlivatthu immediately 
preceding that we just quoted, XVII.9, reads as follows:98 
1. na vattabbaril "sanghassa dinnaril mahapphalan" ti I 
amanta I 
nanu sangho ahuneyyo pahuneyyo dakkhi1;leyyo afijalikaraI.11yo 
anuttararil puiiiiakkhettarillokassa ti I 
amanta I 
hafici sangho ahuneyyo pahuneyyo dakkhil!eyyo anjalikaral!lYo 
anuttararil pufiiiakkhettaril lokassa tena vata re vattabbe "sanghassa 
dinnaril mahapphalan" ti I ... 
3. na vattabbaril "sanghassa dinnaril mahapphalan" ti I 
amanta I 
nanu vuttaril bhagavata "sanghe gotami dehi sanghe te dinne ahaii 
ceva piljito bhavissami sangho ca" ti I attheva suttanto ti I 
amanta I 
tena hi sanghassa dinnaril mahapphalan ti I ••• 
1. [Someone offering a heterodox view says:] It should not be said 
"What is given to the monastic community yields a great [karmic] 
resu.lt." 
Yes, that's right. 
Is not the monastic community worthy of oblations, worthy of 
hospitality, worthy of offerings and to be respectfully saluted, the 
unexcelled field of merit for the [entire] world? 
Yes, that's right. 
If the monastic community is worthy of oblations, worthy of 
hospitality, worthy of offerings and to be respectfully saluted, the 
unexcelled field of merit for the [ entire] world, then it must be said that 
"What is given to the monastic community yields a great [karmic] 
result." 
3. [Someone says:] It should not be said "What is given to the 
98 Taylor 1897: 553.10-554.3. See the translation inAung and Rbys Davids 1915: 320. 
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monastic community yields a great [karmic] result." 
Yes, that's right. 
Did not the Blessed One say [in the Dakkhi1Javibhanga Sutta]: 
"Give it to the monastic community, Gotami.lfit is given to the monastic 
community, both I and the monastic community will be honored with 
offerings"? Isn't this scripture? 
Yes, it is. 
According to this, it should be said "What is given to the monastic 
community yields a great [karmic] result." 
Here the text seems to be objecting to a view strictly opposite to that 
offered in XVII. 10. Namely, it seems to say here that denying the karmic 
efficacy of gifts to the monastic community is also an objectionable position. 
From one point of view, XVII.9 and XVII.lO may seem to be flatly 
contradictory.99 We might naturally assume that either gifts to the Buddha or 
gifts to the monastic community yield a great result, but not both. But the text 
here, unlike that in the Majjhimanikaya commentary, does not attribute any 
comparative view: the merit of one type of donation is not suggested as 
greater than another. Rather, both types of donation are criticized. Who might 
hold that gifts to the monastic community or to the Buddha do not yield great 
results? According the Kathlivatthu commentary, both of these heterodox 
opinions belong to the same source, the Vetullakas. And if these 
VetuUavadins are Mahayanists, as is often suggested, this makes some sense. 
It is not charity which leads to great merit, although it generates some, but, 
depending on the tradition, wisdom, or faith, and so on. Given this, it is very 
hard to conclude simply that these Vetullakas are to be taken as the 
Vital!<;iavadins of Buddhaghosa's sutta commentary. Had the Kathlivatthu 
commentary attributed only the position denying that gifts to the Buddha are 
very meritorious, an idea which essentially agrees with that attributed by 
Buddhaghosa to the objector in the Majjhimanikaya commentary, we might 
have concluded that, irrespective of other evidence, the VitaI.1<;iavadins we 
seek are indeed Vetullakas. We might also have assumed that the second 
position is to be attributed to the Dharmaguptaka. But given the coincidence 
of the commentary's attribution to the Vetullakas of both this view and its 
apparent opposite, we cannot identifY only one pole of the set with the 
position set forth in the Kathlivatthu, and ignore the other pole. This is true 
even if the suggestion that Vetullavada represents Mahayiina is not correct. 
99 For further explorations of these passages see Tomomatsu 1970: 1l0-1l6. 
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But once again, all is not what it seems. 
First, it is possible that for the Kathavatthu commentary which, we must 
remember, considerably post-dates the Kathavatthu itself and mayor more 
likely may not accurately represent its original intentions, Vetullaka is a term 
which can be applied to aberrant views of various origins. In Bareau's 
opinion: 100 "The doctrine of the Vetullaka as presented by Buddhaghosa is 
very eclectic. Theses four and five [the two we have just cited] represent the 
two contradictory positions of the Mahisiisaka and the Dharmagupta on the 
merits of donations to the Saftgha and Buddha." While as we have just seen 
this could conceivably be so, it is also quite possible that these negative 
theses are not themselves contradictory if they are understood to imply a 
third, not explicitly stated, positive position, namely, one which advocates 
practices other than charity as productive of even greater merit. Moreover, we 
might also assume that in the period of the composition of the Kathavatthu 
commentary the differing sectarian origins of such views were sometimes not 
clearly known, or that the term Vetullaka is understood by the commentary to 
be a generic one. Such assumptions would also allow us to account for these 
attributions without reference to sects such as the Mahisiisaka or Dharma-
guptaka.101 
If this were not enough, another fact allows us to treat the Kathavatthu 
commentary with even further suspicion. Although traditional sources, and 
many modern authors, accept the attribution of the Abhidhanuna com-
mentaries, including the Kathavatthu commentary, to Buddhaghosa, careful 
study has made it certain that this attribution is in fact not correct.102 
Therefore, we may conclude that, first, the Kathavatthu commentary itself 
may not be referring to any specific sectarian positions at all, and second, that 
since its authorship differs from that of the Majjhimanikaya commentary 
anyway, we need not assume or expect a strict consistency between them. 
This seems to effectively solve the problem of what initially seemed to be the 
troublesome evidence of the Kathavatthu commentary, and it was only the 
commentary's interpretation in the first place which cast the Kathavatthu's 
presentation in a problematic light. 
We are, however, not yet quite finished with potential complications for 
100 Bareau 1955: 254. 
101 This is very similar to a part of the hypothesis mooted by Mori 1982: 14 (175), namely that the 
teon vita1Jr/avlidin is applied to those whose views were seen as unacceptable. 
102 Jayawickrama 1979: viii-xiii. The text does, however, seem to be connected with Buddhaghosa 
in some way. Tomomatsu 1970: 64 already noticed the disjunction between the Majjhimanikiiya 
commentary and the Kathiivatthu commentary, and the need for further investigation. 
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our hypothesis. In a fourth or fifth century donative inscription. from the 
Northwest, apparently recording a gift to the iiciiryas of the Mahisiisaka 
school, we find the phrase buddhapramukh{e} caturdise bhi~usailghe 
deyadharmo ya [rh], that is to say, "the religious donation directed toward the 
community of monks of the four quarters with the Buddha at its head."lo3 
This is a very important expression, which we have already noticed above 
several times. Although Hirakawa has claimed that this phrase is a 
"characteristic expression" (*1fO)~m) of the Piili Vinaya and Nikiiyas,I°4 
this is not correct if it is understood to mean that the expression belongs 
uniquely to this tradition. IllS The phrase is also found in Sanskrit in the 
Abhidharmakosabh~ya, 106 different versions of the Mahaparinirva1Ja-
sutra,107 Miilasarviistiviida Vmaya and Divyavadana,lO& the Avadana-
sataka,109 the *Nyliyiinusiira,110 various other Turfan Sanskrit fragments,llI 
and so on, as well of course as in texts ID Tibetan and Chinese. All of this 
proves that the expression was in use also by at least the Sarviistiviidins and 
MiilasarviistiviidirIs. But the fact remains that it depicts a configuration 
probably unacceptable to the Mahisiisakas, for whom the Buddha is a 
member of the monastic community, but not its head ID the sense of standing 
apart from that community.uz That is, as the sources referred to above 
lO3 B!lhler 1892: 240, 11. 6-7; Sircar 1965: 422-424; Tsukamoto 1996: 976-978 (Kura 1); Shizutani 
1978: 297, n. 232, and 166-168; Lilders 1912: §5; Shizutani 1975: Gupta 85. The inscription and 
the expression have been noted by Schopen 1990: 265. 
104 Although oddly he writes "Pali Agama" ,{-l) ~~. 
lO5 Hirakawa 1964: 354. 
106 Pradhan 1975: 232.17-18, in the introduction to IV.56. As we will see below, in Xuanzang's 
Chinese translation the teon is incorporated into the verse itself; and commented upon in the 
bh~ya. 
lO7 Waldschmidt 1951: §6.9; 12.4; 26.15; 26.17. 
108 See Gnoli 1978: 14.28; Gnoli 1977: 166.33; CowelI and Neil1886: 43.11. These examples could 
easily be multiplied. 
109 Speyer 1906-1909: 11.87.2-3. 
HO Bechertand Wille 2000: §1898 V2. 
III For instance, in a portion of the KiitatZi1Jr/yasiitra in Sander and Waldschmidt 1985: § 1290 cR3, 
and in two unidentified fragments in Bechert and WilIe 1989: §1486 B2, and §1519 Vx. 
Il2 This point has been misunderstood by Takahashi 1993: 269 (809). (Note also that another 
inscription mentioning the MahiSiisaka quoted by Takahashi had been treated much more 
reliably already by Fussman 1985.) It has, however, been noted by Shizutani who suggests that, 
while the expression is more at home in the context of the Piili literature, it may depend here on 
the Mahlsiisaka idea that the Buddha is part of the monastic community; I do not agree with this. 
See Shizutani 1978: 168, and 298, n. 234, referring to Hirakawa 1964: 353-354, who in turn 
notices that the point was made by Tomomatsu 1932. The statement in Shizutani 1975: 174 
(§85.3) that the expression is characteristic of the Mahisiisaka is a slip. The whole issue has been 
explored in great detail by Tomomatsu 1932, esp. pp. 148--168. I will discuss this matter further 
on another occasion. 
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suggest, the Mahisasaka stance is much more one of equality between the 
Buddha and the monastic community. The idea encapsulated in the 
expression "the monastic community with the Buddha at its head" 
ftmdamentally differs from this egalitarian attitude. Thus the appearance of 
this very expression in an apparently Mahisasaka inscription seems to 
complicate the picture significantly. 
Naturally, as one possibility we might suppose that those writing the 
inscription may simply have been unfamiliar with the finer points of 
Mahisasaka doctrine. However, a closer look at the inscription itself reveals 
another explanation of this anomaly which is much more compelling. As is 
clearly stated in the initial edition of the inscription by Buhler, but not in later 
reproductions of his transcription, of the last two lines of the inscription, "the 
right-hand portion of the twelfth and the [whole of the] thirteenth seem to 
have been obliterated by the writer of the original and to have been partly re-
written."1l3 Btihler read from the middle of the twelfth line as follows: 
iicaryamahis [iisakaniim saddhakapu] - - - treIJa [aca]. He added in a note to 
aciiryamahis [iisakaniim]: "The bracketed letters of the latter word and those 
following seem to have been written under a line of intentionally obliterated 
characters."1l4 Having access only to a reprint of Btihler's edition in which 
the plate is not very legible, I can say nothing certain, but what is abundantly 
clear from Buhler's presentation is that the reading of the name Mahlsasaka 
here is far from straightforward. Schopen, in fact, has gone farther, saying 
that since the sect name "has been written over an intentional erasure, and 
since the formula [earlier in the inscription mentioning that the merit of the 
donation .is to be dedicated toward the attainment of Buddhahood by all 
beings] nowhere else occurs in association with a named mainstream 
monastic order, but always with the Mahiiyana, it is likely that the record 
Incidentally, the expression buddhapramukha bhiklusmhgha is not, as far as I know, found in 
any other Indian inscription. 
113 The question of who did the obliteration seems to me, Bnhler's statement not withstanding, to 
be unresolved and insoluble. Shizutani 1978: 167 has noticed Buhler's statement, but presents it 
very misleadingly, saying only that the first three and last two lines are damaged. The first three 
have been, indeed as Buhler says, "seriously injured at both ends," but this is entirely a different 
matter from a deliberate erasure and re-writing. Shizutani's statement (13 fitI''; fiN:, 7.> tit, iR191 
(J) 3 'iT c iR~(J) 2 'iTiI;!¥ttft-t 7.> 11 iI'I;if*ff!fk!llH;i~ J,'} completely conceals this vital fact. 
Tsukamoto 1996: 976 is even more misleading, saying only that lines 1-3 and part of 13 are 
damaged. (In 13 BilhIer read only the vowel e and the letter ta!) No mention is made of the 
condition of line 12 at all. Sircar makes no reference whatsoever to the condition of the 
inscription. 
114 Bnhler 1892: 240, n. 7. 
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originally read not Mahisiisaka, but Mahiiyana."1l5 Without access to the 
actual sandstone block on which the inscription is carved, said to be (at least 
in 1892) in the Lahore Museum, it is very difficult to say what might be made 
out of the palimpsestic text. However, even without speculating on what may 
have originally been written under the new writing, the near certainty that the 
reading Mahisiisaka is secondary accords well with our impression that one 
important doctrine of the school sharply conflicts with the tenet that the 
monastic community has the Buddha at its head. Seen in this light, this 
inscription too does not prove to be as much of a problem for the hypothesis 
proposed above as it at first seemed to be. 
The situation of the Mahisiisaka sect with respect to other sects of early 
Buddhism is a complicated and disputed one. 116 Almost all sources seem to 
agree on the close connection of the Mahisasaka and the Dharmaguptaka, 
despite the fact that with regard to the doctrine of most concern to us here, 
they are diametrically opposed. Some sources take both the Mahisasaka and . 
the Dharmaguptaka as subdivisions of the Vibhajyaviida. Many authorities 
also link the Mahisiisaka closely to the Theravada, here then both together 
constituting the Vibhajyaviida. Although it appears to me to be a so far 
unproved hypothesis, Bareau has suggested that "It seems that the 
Theravadins were the faction of the Vibhajyaviidins who resided in Ceylon 
from the end of the third or the beginning of the second century B.C.E, and 
the Mahisasakas those who stayed on the Indian mainland and of which the 
doctrine evolved more rapidly.,,117 The problem requires much further 
investigation, but one thing should be clear: if the hypothesis offered above 
is correct and Buddhaghosa's VitaJ}.Qavadin opponents are Mahisiisakas then, 
at least in fifth century Ceylon, despite their overall proximity there were 
important gaps between the Theraviida and Mahisiisaka in regard to some 
doctrines. Or it may be the case that the two schools were in fact so close that 
Buddhaghosa felt the need to emphasize or even exaggerate their (essentially 
trivial) differences. But among the things we must keep in mind are the fact 
that having objections to one particular doctrine does not therefore imply a 
thoroughgoing rejection of all positions advocated by the same source. 
115 Schopen 2000: 15. His acceptance ofthe MahIsiisaka identification of the inscription apparently 
led Shizutani 1978: 168 into concluding that the relevant formula need not necessarily signal 
Mahayiina influence. (And of course, sectarian identification need not, in theory, preclude 
Mahayana identification as well. As I have suggested in some detail in Silk Forthcoming a, 
Mahayanist monks almost certainly belonged to sects as well.) 
116 Much data is assembled in Lamotte 1958: 585-603, and presented with much greater detail in 
Tsukamoto 1980: 414449. 
117 Bareau 1955: 183. 
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Buddhaghosa's antagonism for the Mahlsasaka position concerning the 
status of the Buddha and donations to the monastic community does not 
imply his complete rejection of that sector its doctrines. Given this, we 
cannot conclude that any Mahisiisaka representative may be classified as a 
Vital)Qavarlin by Buddhaghosa, nor of course conversely that any Vital)Qa-
viidin need be a Mahisiisaka, just because one or two are. It may well be that 
we will never be able to identify the source(s) of some of the thirteen 
remaining instances listed by Mori in which the VitaJ.lQaviidin appears in PaIi 
commentaries. Even if we were to speculate that one possible source is 
indeed the Mahlsiisaka tradition, since we lack access to any texts of that 
school other than their Vinaya, we seem to have no reliable means to trace in 
Mahlsiisaka sources themselves the Abhidharmic concepts attributed to the 
Sophists in the Pali commentaries. 
It remains for us here to sketch how and why all of this matters, and what 
it means. The key to our question lies in the "buddhology" of the respective 
parties, which is to say, in their conceptions of the Buddha, his relation to the 
monastic community, and the ways in which he continues to exist and exert 
authority and power after his death. The doxographic texts whose views we 
noticed above stating the respective theses of the Mahlsiisakas and 
Dharmaguptakas regarding donations to the Buddha and monastic 
community immediately follow these with theses which contain the doctrinal 
keys to their understanding. In other words, part of the reason - or the result; 
it is hard to say which is the motivator and which the motivated - for the 
respective positions of the two schools is found in the views set forth by the 
doxologie.s immediately afterwards. There the texts say that for the 
Mahlsiisakas the path and the liberation ofthe Buddha and his disciples is the 
same, while for the Dharmaguptakas the path and the liberation are 
different. 118 In other words, the Mahisasakas hold a much more realist and 
humanistic, less transcendentalist and less docetic view of the Buddha than 
do the Dharmaguptakas, at least according to these sources. For the monastic 
authors of the Mahlsasaka doctrine, the Buddha is one of them, while for the 
Dharmaguptakas the Buddha is radically other. This is obviously a 
profoundly important distinction, with vast and significant implications, but 
118 The relevant references are: Mahisasaka: Terarnoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 15.12,28.16,44.5-6; 
Miyasaka in Takai 192811978: 12.15-16, 23.10--11, 35'(~-7; T. 2031 (XLIX) 17a13; T. 2033 
(XLIX) 22b2-3; T. 2032 (XLIX) 19b25; Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 73. Dharmaguptaka: 
Teramoto and Hiramatsu 1935: 16.7,44.8-9; Miyasaka in Takai 1928/1978: 13.7-8,35.9-10; T. 
2031 (XLIX) 17a25; T. 2033 (XLIX) 22b14; T. 2032 (XLIX) 19c4; Terarnoto and Hiramatsu 
1935: 79. 
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at the same time it is not a difference which Buddhaghosa as a Theravadin 
necessarily feels. For him the Buddha is the head of the monastic community, 
in it but not entirely of it. While he cannot agree with the Mahlsasakas that 
the Buddha and monastic community are on an equal plane, neither does he 
see the two as radically separated from each other. And of the two, his 
position is considerably closer to that of the Mahisasaka than to that of the 
Dharmaguptaka on this point. 
Among the implications of these differing formulations, not all are 
abstract and theoretical. There are concrete ramifications of these ideas 
which apply to the everyday life of the monks and the monastery. In 
particular, the stance taken with regard to this question determines who is 
permitted to make use of the possessions of the community, and who to make 
use of the possessions of the stiipa, that is to say, ofthe Buddha. Is what is 
given to the stiipa (= Buddha) also available to the monks, since the Buddha 
is only one among other monks and the property of one monk is perforce the 
property of all? Or is the Buddha (= stiipa) radically other, and therefore his 
(its) property should not be shared with the community? These, in a nutshell, 
are the basic economic issues at stake here, and obviously they are not trivial. 
For the Mahlsasaka, what is given to the monastic community cannot be used 
individually, that is to say privately, by anyone monk, not even the Buddha, 
but becomes a purely communal property to be evenly shared. There is no 
room here for special attention to be given to the stiipa. This position is not 
unique, of course. We recall here the overall relative lack of official interest 
among Ceylonese Theravada authors in stUpas or Buddha images, and the 
Theravada tradition is of course solidly based on the monastic community. 
Moreover, in contrast to the Vinayas of other sects, the PaIi Vinaya gives very 
little attention to stiipas, although we must remember that this did not 
necessarily prevent or even deemphasize the actual practice of stiipa worship 
in any way. 119 
We began our enquiry by asking about the identity of a VitaJ.lQaviidin. 
This Sophist suggested that the monastic community be understood, on the 
basis of a phrase in the DakkhbJfLVibhanga Sutta, as more worthy of donations 
than the Buddha himself. We succeeded in identifying this stance with an idea 
of the Mahisiisaka school, an identification which becomes more significant 
when joined with Mori's earlier linkage of another VitaI}.Qavadin position 
also found in the Majjhimanikaya commentary with the same Mahlsiisaka 
school. Together with the fact that the pilgrim Faxian was able to obtain a 
119 See Schopen 1989. 
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Sanskrit manuscript of the Mahisasaka Vinaya in Ceylon at right around the 
time of Buddhaghosa, this all seems to fit together to form the beginnings of 
a picture which portrays the Mahisasakas as one active source of ideological 
opposition for Buddhaghosa in fifth century Ceylon. Despite the relative 
closeness of their respective positions on many issues, or indeed perhaps 
because of it, Buddhaghosa seems to have been concerned to differentiate his 
orthodoxy from the wrong views of the Mahlsasakas, although if this is so 
why he did not name as such them remains unclear. 
Our investigations soon led us to discover that the seemingly obscure 
and scholastic question of the comparative worth of donations conceals some 
fundamental controversies. Who controls the financial capital flowing into 
the monastery, including what is given to the stiipa and offered to images of 
the Buddha? Does control of this wealth rest with the monastic community 
as a whole, or are special provisions to be made for various forms of 
donation? The full details of differences of opinion on these matters are 
complex and present many examples of ambiguity and even contradiction. 120 
But what is clear from our present limited investigation is that for 
Buddhaghosa the wealth of the Buddha is to be shared with the monks, 
because the Buddha is a monk, but not shared evenly, because the Buddha is 
not just a monk like any other. The theological (or "buddhological") claim is 
one of the uniqueness of the Buddha coincident with his commonality with 
the community of monks as a whole. This differs only slightly from the claim 
of the Mahisasakas that the Buddha and the monks of the community stand 
on the same level, in the sense that the path and the awakening of the Buddha 
is not difI:erent in substance from that in principle available to monks, even if 
the latter have not yet attained it. I think Buddhaghosa exaggerates this 
difference, perhaps in an intentionally propagandistic way, when he accuses 
his opponent of advocating a doctrine of only two jewels or refuges, rather 
than three. Saying that the Buddha is a part of the monastic community does 
not really imply the rejection of the core idea of the three refuges, the 
Buddha, Dharma and Sailgha, and for Buddhaghosa to accuse his opponent 
of this stance is tantamount to accusing him of heresy. Most unfortunately we 
have no records of what may have been another side to this debate; perhaps 
there once were literary sources containing a MahiSiisaka response to 
Buddhaghosa's attacks, but if they ever existed they seem to have long since 
been lost. We do not know much about the doctrines of the MahiSasaka 
120 It is this general problem which Tomomatsu set out to investigate beginning with his 1932 study. 
I plan to present an overall appraisal ofhis work and what it can teach us in the near future. 
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school. Only part of this is due to inadequate sources; careful study of the 
Vmaya of this school, which according to Frauwallner has been very badly 
transmitted,121 will no doubt reveal subtleties of great interest. In this regard 
comparison not only with the closely related Dharmaguptaka Vinaya, 122 but 
also that of the Theravada in PaIi, will be very useful. 
It is impossible to say yet whether we should expect that the other 
examples of Vita:QQaviidin objections invoked by Buddhaghosa are to be 
linked with the Mahisasaka school, but we are certainly justified in 
concluding that simple Abhidharmic analyses will not suffice to locate all 
points of controversy which appear in our ancient texts. No doubt arcane and 
abstract doctrinal debates were of great import to many ancient thinkers, but 
to overlook the practical and the economic issues which they also debated is 
to fundamentally fail to appreciate the scope of their true concerns. Our 
investigation above has made it quite clear that disputations also concerned 
matters other than doctrinal systematics, or to put it another way, that the 
Vmaya was every bit as much of interest and significance to scholars such as 
Buddhaghosa as was the Abhidharma. The very existence of the Sam-
antapasadika alongside the Visuddhimagga should be enough to make such 
a reminder unnecessary, but it perhaps bears repeating anyway.123 On the 
other hand, it is also worth emphasizing another result of our investigation, 
namely that there is a smaller gap between abstract doctrine and concrete 
economic issues than we, with our own ways of looking at the world, might 
imagine. The practical and seemingly comparatively simple question of how 
wealth is to be distributed has been revealed to entail in its possible answers 
complex considerations of the status of the Buddha, and his continuing 
presence in the world after his death. These are, after all, very important 
problems indeed. 
A final lesson we might learn from our inquiry is this: the details should 
not blind us to the greater overall questions which give those details meaning. 
Or to put it another way: while giving due consideration of the leaves, we 
should still be sure, as now, to fully appreciate the Forest. 
121 Frauwallner 1956: 183. 
122 Frauwallner 1956: 182. 
123 If anything, the fact that Buddhaghosa has been determined not to be the author of the 
Abhidhamma commentaries attributed to him makes this suggestion even stronger. See, 
however, the remarks above in n. 66 on the authorship of the Samantapiisiidikti. 
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Although it contains nothing of direct relevance to our question, for 
reference, and since the text is not easily obtained, I quote here the passage 
from Dhammapala's Linatthappakiisani sub-commentary corresponding to 
the flISt passage we studied above from Buddhaghosa's Papancasudani: l24 
sanghe got ami dehi ... pe ... sangho ca ti idam eva suttapadarill sanghe 
gotami dehi ti sati.ghassa dan.aya niyojesi tasma sailgho va dakkhit:teyyataro 
ti ayam evettha attho I yam evan ti aruna tattha byabhicaram dasseti I 
rajamahamattiidayo ti iidina ta~ byatirekato nidassanarh aha I mahantatara 
bhaveyyun ti anubhaviidinamahantatara bhaveyyurll na ca tari:l. atthl ti I tasma 
ti yasma gw:tavisinJmhetukat:b. dakk:hit}.eyyataril anapekkhitva attano 
diyamanassa dapanaril labhati tasma I ma evam gar;hiin ti sarnmasam-
buddhato sailgho va dakkhit:teyyo ti ma gaJJha I 
tattha nicchayasadhakaIh suttapadarh dassento niyamasmim loke 
... pe ... vipulaphalesinan ti aha I svayamattho ratanasutte125 "yath kiiici 
vittan" ti gathaya aggapasadasuttadihi126 ca vibhavetabbo ti I tenaha 
satthiirii uttaritaro dakkhiTJeyyo niima nathi ti I 
gotamiya antamabhavikataya diinassa digharattath hitaya sukhaya 
anuppadanato na tath garutararil sati.ghassa padapane karaijanti aha 
pacchimaya janataya ti adi I vacanato pi ti tassa vatthayugassa satthu 
eva patiggahaijaya vacanato pi I tenaha na hi ti adi I 
. sattha sanghapariyapanno va idise thiine aggaphalanhataya attha-
aciyapuggalabhavato sace panassa na sayaIh sati.ghapaciyapannata 
kathath sati.ghe pujite sattha pujito nama siyati adhippayo I ti1J.i 
sal'aQagamaniini tayo eva aggapasadati vakkhati ti adhippayo I 
abhidheyyiinuriipiini hi lingavacaniini I na ruhati ayiithavapatipatti-
bhavato na gihivesaggahaQiidina gihibhiivassa patikkhipitatta I na 
vattabbam etam sattha sanghapariyapanno ti satthubhavato I 
savakasamUho hi sailgho I sati.ghagaije hi sattha uttaritaro anafiiiasadha-
raijagu~ehi samannagatabhavato mUlaratnabhavato ca I 
124 From the Dhammagiri-Piili-Gantbamiila series, vol. 22 (Igatpuri: Vipassana Research Institute, 
1995): 189-190. On the authorship, see von Hinuber 1996: §358. 
125 Suttanipiita 11.1, verse 3 (Sn 224) (Ciilavagga). Andersen and Smith 1913: 39.11, translated in 
Norman 1992: 25. Also in the Khuddakapatha (Smith and Hunt 1915: 3.36). 
126 [tivuttaka 90 (Wmdisch 1889): 87.16-88.1. Translated in Masefield 2000: 76. The same is found 
in the Ailguttaranikiiya (Cakkavagga 34) (Morris 1888: 34.13-16). 
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